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THE OLDEST & WEALTHIEST EXISTING MORTGAGE INSURANCE OFFICE. 


THE LAW GUARANTEE AND TRUST 


SOCIETY, LIMITED. 
SUBSCRIBED CAPITAL - £1,000,000. PAID-UP - £100,000. 
FIDELITY GUARANTEES OF ALL KINDS. ADMINISTRATION AND LUNACY 
Bonps, MORTGAGE, DEBENTURE, LICENSE, AND CONTINGENCY 
INSURANCE. TRUSTEESHIPS FOR DEBENTURE-HOLDERS, &C. 





HEAD OFFICE: 49, Chancery-lane, W.C. | CITY OFFICE: 56, Moorgate-street, E.C. 
IMPORTANT TO SOLICITORS x 


4 In Drawing LEASES or MORTGAGES of 
LICENSED PROPERTY 
To see that the Insurance Covenants include a policy covering the risk of 
LOSS OR FORFEITURE OF THR LICENSE. 

Suitable clauses, settled by Counsel, can be obtamed on application to 
[HE LICENSES INSURANCE CORPORATION AND 
GUARANTEE FUND, LIMITED, 

24, MOORGATE STREET, LONDON, E.C. 


Mortgages Guaranteed on Licensed Properties promptly, without 
special valuation and at low rates. 





LEGAL AND GENERAL LIFE ASSURANCE 
SOCIETY. 





ESTABLISHED 1836. 


FUNDS - - - - - £ 3,000,000 
INCOME .- - - - - £390,000 
YEARLY BUSINESS - - - £1,000,000 


BUSINESS IN FORCE : - £ 11,700,000 





{HE PERFECTED SYSTEM of Life Assurance is peculiar tc this Society 
and embraces every modern advantage. 


PERFECTED MAXIMUM POLICIES. 
Wirnovur Prorirs. 

The Rates for these Whole Life Policies are very moderate. 

Age | Premium | Age Premium | Age | Premium | 


20 £1787/,| 30  £116%,| 40 | £2 10%, 





£1,000 POLICY WITH BONUSES 
According to last results. 
Valuation at 2} p.c. :—Hm. Table of Mortality. 














Duration . 10 yrs. i 20 yrs. | 30 yrs. 40 yrs. | 

ese 

Amount of Policy £1,199 | £1,438 | £1,724 £2,067 | 
‘ Next Bonus as at 31st December, 1901. 
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CURRENT TOPICS, 


EVERYONE WILL be glad to see that Sir H. H. Fowzzr is to 
be Vice-President of the Incorporated Law Society for the 
ensuing year, subsequently succeeding to the presidency. I 
is fortunate that, at a time of no little difficulty and anxiety, 
so capable a man should be willing to undertake in the future 
the arduous duties of president. 





Just at the time when it was hoped that the report of the 
Special Committee of the Incorporated Law Society would have 
put an end to the controversy about solicitors’ failures, there 
has come the long-expected bankruptcy of Mr. B.G. Laxz. Of 
course, we have, and shall continue to have, the usual 
sensational columns in a section of the daily press, directed 
towards shewing that if the former chairman of the statutory 
committee appointed to deal with delinquent solicitors has him- 
self proved a delinquent, no trust can be placed in any solicitor. 
We believe it will be found that in this, as in most of the other 
recent large failures, the disaster, is mainly due to speculation 
and financial operations altogether foreign to the business of a 
solicitor ; and we must once more point out that, in failing to 
deal with this matter, the special committee have overlooked 
the chief cause of the malpractices they were appointed to 
consider. For the sake of a man to whom the profession are 
indebted for great services (in which, however, we do not 
include the surrender with regard to the Land Transfer Act), 
it is to be earnestly hoped that the investigation in bankruptcy 
may reveal imprudence only. 





Tue GoveRNMENT have not been long in adopting one recom- 
mendation of the special committee of the Incorporated Law 
Society, since a Bill, intituled the Larceny Act (1861) Amend- 
ment Bill, has been introduced, consisting of two clauses, one of 
which is as follows : 

‘*Section 75 of the Larceny Act, 1861, which relates to frauds by 
bankers, merchants, brokers, attorneys, or other agents, shall apply 
where any such person is entrusted with money or a security for the 
payment of money, whether the direction as to the application, pay- 
ment, or delivery of the money or security is in writing or not, and 
cmealea?” the words ‘in writing’ in that section are hereby 
re : 
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On this Sir Gzorcze Lewis, in a letter to the Zimes, points out 
that there are cases in which a solicitor who misapplies money 


‘may not have received any direction, verbal or written, with 


regard to it; and suggests that the clause should run : 

‘¢ Whoever, being a banker, merchant, broker, attorney, or other 
agent, shall fraudulently take or apply to his own use or benefit 
any money or valuable security, or the proceeds, or any part of the 
proceeds, of such security which shall be in his possession for or on 
behalf of any other person, body corporate, or public body, shall be 
guilty of a misdemeanour under the terms of the Reneee Act, 1861.” 


There seems to be substance in the criticism. 





Tux Compantgs Brix has been read a second time in the House 


_of Commons, and, in spite of a strong effort to have the 


committee stage taken in the whole House, it has been referred 
to the Grand Committee on Trade. There are forcible argu- 
ments for either mode of procedure, but considering the lengthy 
discussion to which the provisions of the Bill have already 

subjected, and the amount of public interest which it excites, it 
would probably have been more satisfactory to give the 
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consideration of its provisions as much publicity as possible. 
Substantially the Bill seeks to carry into effect the recommenda- 
tions of the Board of Trade Committee of 1895, and the majority 
of its provisions have met with general approbation. It differs, 
however, from the draft Bill of the Committee, inter alia, in 
omitting the clause defining the liabilities of directors; that is, 


. that every director should be under an obligation to the company 


to use reasonable care and prudence in the exercise of his powers, 
and should be liable to compensate the company for any damage 
incurred by reason of neglect to use such care and prudence; 
and it omits also the repeal of section 25 of the Companies 
Act, 1867. This latter point ought to be carefully considered, 
as all necessary safeguards can be introduced without inflicting 
the hardship which experience has shewn to result from that 
section ; and special attention should be given also in the com- 
mittee to the clauses regulating the contents of prospectuses and 
the registration of debentures and charges. The latter provision 
is likely to be very beneficial provided it is not attended by 
impracticable requirements. 


Tue Court of Appeal have affirmed (Zimes, 28th inst.) the 
decision of Cozzns-Harpy, J., in Rice v. Noakes § Co. (ante, p. 60), 
but, as might have been expected, there has been some difficulty 
in distinguishing that case from Santley v. Wilde (1899, 2 Ch. 
474). In both cases the question was whether certain stipula- 
tions introduced into a mortgage deed formed a clog upon the 
equity or redemption, so as to entitle the mortgager to disregard 
them upon redeeming the mortgage. The old rule that a 
mortgagee shall not have any collateral advantage apart from 
the interest upon his money was definitely set aside in Biggs v. 
Hoddinott (47 W. R. 84; 1898, 2 Ch. 307); but although 
collateral advantages are now permissible, yet they must 
be restricted to the duration of the mortgage and must 
not act as a fetter upon the equity of redemption. So soon as 
the mortgagor is in a position to redeem he is entitled to take 
his property back free from any obligation created by the mort- 
gage. In Rice v. Noakes & Co. a mortgage was made of a 
public-house held for a term expiring in 1923, and by the 
mortgage deed it was provided that the mortgagor and his 
successors in title should not, during the residue of the term, 
whether any money remained owing on the security or not, 
take beer except from the mortgagees. Upon the authority 
of Biggs v. Hoddinott (supra) there could be no objection to 
this stipulation so long as the mortgage existed, but the 
mortgagor claimed to be entitled to put an end to the 
“tie” of the house by paying off the mortgage and redeeming 
the property. The only difficulty lay in the decision of the 
Court of Appeal in Santley v. Wilde (supra). In that case there 
was a mortgage of a theatre to secure an advance, and, as a 
consideration for the advance the mortgagor agreed to pay to 
the mortgagee a specified share of the profit-rental of the 
theatre for a term expiring in 1905. As in Rice v. Noakes & Co., 
the mortgagor claimed to redeem before the end of the term 
and so to get rid of the obligation to divide the profits, 
but the Court of Appeal declined to allow her to do 
so. This, however, was upon the special ground that the 
mortgage was intended to be a security, not only for the 
money advanced, but also for the recurring payments on 
account of profits during the currency of the lease. Conse- 
quently, while the lease was running the right of redemption did 
not arise. In the present case of Rice v. Noakes & Co. the mort- 
gagees were unable to extend their security so as to cover the 
obligation to take beer from themselves exclusively during the 
residue of the term, and, hence, nothing prevented the mortgagor 
from exercising his right to redeem and from putting an end to 
the obligation. When the mortgage money was paid off, he 
was entitled to have the property back as free from restrictive 
conditions as before the creation of the mortgage. 





WE nex sorry to observe that the new Master of the Rolls 
has departed, in one particular, from the example of his 
ote and that in the recent important case of Re 

» Heynes v. Dizon, he delivered his reserved judgment 
extempore, instead of reading from a manuscript. Lord Justice 
Coritims followed this initiative; but Lord Justice Ricpy was 





faithful to the written judgment, which was first introduced, if we 
are rightly informed, by the late Lord Justice Kay, and has now 
been for some years the regular practice followed in the Court of 
Appeal. The reporter can assert, we suppose, no claim on judicial 
consideration, though his task of taking down even ordinary 
judgments in a court whichis generally buzzing with whispered 
conversation, and from the lips of judges who are not always 
careful to deliver their oracles slowly, or even with ordinary 
distinctness, is already difficult. But we wish respectfully to 
protest against the practice of extempore reserved judgments on 
other and wider grounds. Reserved judgments, it is evident 
from their very nature, frequently have to deal with and decide 
intricate questions of law; and it is necessary, in grappling with 
subtle points of law, that judges, in order to make then- 
selves clear, should express themselves in language of precision, 
It is so easy to say just too little or just too much; to make 
havoc by the careless introduction of unnecessary words of long 
settled legal principles; to forget to guard oneself by laborious 
limitation and distinction from misapprehensions which are 
perilously easy. Yet language of precision, we venture to 
believe, is almost impossible to extempore speakers. Certainly 
the shorthand notes of extempore judgments offer no inducement 
to revise this opinion. Such judgments, when exposed to the 
searchlight of the etiaak note, are often found to be 
straggling, ragged, and amorphous, to abound in verbose 
repetitions and innumerable verbal inelegancies. They 
are also sometimes open to the weightier objection, that 
they are full of unintelligible propositions and serious logical 
inconsequences. The judge, we do not doubt for a moment, 
has got aclear conception of the exact bearing of his argument; 
but it does not follow that he is able to state it offhand with 
corresponding exactitude. Now what is the position of the 
reporter? Often, indeed, he seems to see dimly, under a turbid 
torrent of words and phrases, the reality of the central concep- 
tion. Is it his duty, using language of precision, and working 
out at leisure ideas and principles which the bench has en- 
deavoured to express in a hurry, to correct a phrase here, to 
develop an argument there, and generally, in short, to recast 
and remodel what he conceives to be the underlying argument? 
Whether he be justified in so doing, or not, it is certain that he 
ought not to be called upon to do it. We hope most sincerely. 
that the example of Lord Atverstonez in Re Dizon will not be 
taken as a precedent. 





A NovEL point on the Statutes of Limitation was raised lately 
in the North London police-court, in proceedings by the 
Hackney Vestry against the owner of a house fronting on a new 
street for part of the apportioned cost of paving the street. 
The facts incidentally throw a strange light on the dilatory 
fashion in which public bodies often do business. The work on 
the new street in question was finished in 1891, and was 
approved by the vestry in 1892. The defendant, on demand, 
paid his apportioned part of the expense according to the 
original estimate, about the time the work was done. Subse 
quently it was found that the original estimate was too small, 
but no attempt was made to recover the difference between 
the actual and the estimated cost till 1900. Under these circum- 
stances the defendant pleaded that the claim of the vestry was 
barred under 21 Jac. 1, c. 16. Therepresentatives of the vestry, 
however, argued that the statute does not apply to claims for 
paving under the Metropolis Management Acts, and put forward 
the somewhat astonishing theory that no lapse of time can bar 
such a claim. The magistrate very properly refused to take 
such a view of the lawin the absence of authority, and dismissed 
the claim with costs. The expense of paving new streets 
is recoverable under the provisions of section 105 of 
18 & 19 Vict. c. 120, and section 77-of 25 & 26 Vict. 
c. 102. The former section makes the owner of a house 
liable, under the circumstances of this case, for the difference 
between the estimated expense and the actual expense. The 
latter section provides that the amount may be recovered either 
by action at law or in a summary manner before a justice. 
Now, where money is payable under a statute in this way, 
for work done for the benefit of the person liable to pay, 
it is submitted that the money is due to the local authority 





under an implied contract. If the owner is sued at law, 
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the action is one of contract and subject to the incidents of 
guch actions, except in so far as otherwise provided by 
statute. That being so, the statute of James I., which relates 
to actions of debt on simple contract, applies, and the action 
would be barred after six years. Instead of being recovered by 
action, the amount due may be, and usually is, recovered in a 
summary manner in a court of summary jurisdiction. That, 
however, is only for the convenience of local authorities, and is 
merely a matter of procedure. It cannot affect the real nature of 
the claim, which is one of contract. The magistrate was, there- 
fore, probably right in holding that the statute applies. Any- 
how, it would be monstrous if a vestry could rake up claims of 
this sort many years after the liability first accrued. It would 
be especially unfair on the purchaser of a house from the owner 
at the time of the liability, for he would become primarily liable 
without any sort of notice. 





AN INTERESTING question on the law of conspiracy as applied 
tocases of trade competition has been decided by a Divisional 
Qourt (Bienam and Puitimiore, JJ.) in Boot’s Cash Chemists 
(Lancashire) (Limited) v. Grundy and Others (ante, p. 552). The 
general principle that it is not for the courts to intervene between 
traders and place limits upon competition in trade was, it is well 
known, established by the decision of the House of Lords in 
Mogul Steamship Co. v. Macgregor, Gow, & Co. (40 W. R. 337; 
1892, A. C. 25), though it is assumed by some of the judgments 
in that case that a combination may become unlawful if its 
object is not to benefit the persons combining, but to injure 
others. ‘I consider,” said Lord Hannen, “that a different 
case would have arisen if the evidence had shewn that 
the object of the defendants was a malicious one—namely, 
to injure the plaintiffs whether they, the defendants, should 
be benefited or not.” Equally well known is the case of Allen 
v. Flood (46 W. R. 258; 1898, A. C. 1), where it was held by the 
same tribunal that an act done by an individual, which in itself is 
lawful, does not become actionable because done with malicious 
intent ; but it was left an open question whether malice might not 
furnish a ground of action if several persons were acting in 
combination. ‘I put aside,” said Lord Herscuett, “the 
case of conspiracy, which is anomalous in more than one respect.” 
x4 Combination,” said Lord SHanp, “‘in pursuit really of a 
malicious purpose to ruin or injure another would, I should say, 
be clearly unlawful; but this case raises no such question.” 
The mere fact, however, that an act, in itself lawful, is done by 
anumber of persons in combination does not seem to make it 
actionable; in other words, conspiracy does not furnish a 
ground of action. “If no legal right,” said Lord Hatssury, 
C,, in the Mogul case, ‘has been interfered with, and no legal 
injury inflicted, it is vain to say that a thing might have 
been done by an individual but cannot be done by a 
combination of persons.” Similarly, in Kearney v. Lloyd 
(26 L. R. Ir. 268) Pazizs, O.B, said: “The cause 
of action must exist, although the allegation of conspiracy 
be struck out.” But if conspiracy furnishes no ground of action 
unless the acts done in pursuance of the conspiracy are un- 
lawful, and if acts which are otherwise lawful do not become 
unlawful when they are done with a malicious intent to injure 
another, it seems to follow, notwithstanding the passages quoted 
above, that in cases of conspiracy also the intent is equally 
immaterial. This view was taken by Danuine, J., in Huttley 
v. Simmons (1898, 1 Q. B. 181), and it has now been taken by 
Bienam, J. in Boot’s Cash Chemists v. Grundy, Partitions, J., 
who was of a contrary opinion, withdrawing his judgment. The 
allegation in the statement of claim was that the defendants in 
combination with others had maliciously interfered with the 
Plaintiffs in the course of their business by publishing a circular 
which charged the plaintiffs with underselling other traders, and 
which was intended to have the effect of preventing the plaintiffs 
from obtaining goods. According to the judgment of Bicuam, 
J, the allegation did not shew that any right of the plaintiffs 
ad been violated, and the elements of conspiracy on malice 
did not by themselves give a ground of action. 





Tux First decision of the House of Lords upon the Work- 
men’s Compensation Act, 1897, was given last week in Main 





Colliery Co. v. Davies. It was a case in which the parents of a 
boy, who was killed by an accident arising out of and in the 
course of his employment in the appellant company’s colliery, 
claimed compensation, on the ground that they were partially 
dependent upon the earnings of the deceased. The father was 
himself in regular employment and in receipt of the wages 
current in the locality. He had six children, of whom the 
deceased and two others earned weekly wages. The wages of 
the children were paid by them to the parents, and the latter 
supplied them with food, clothes, and lodging and occasional 
pocket-money. The wages of the deceased amounted to 8s. a 
week. The county court judge found that the parents were 
partially dependent on the boy’s earnings, and awarded them 
compensation, taking into account in fixing the amount the ex- 
penditure necessary for the boy’s keep and clothing. The Court 
of Appeal upheld this decision, and it has now been affirmed by 
the House of Lords. The case was far from being one of the 
most difficult which have arisen under the Act. Once it was 
established that the wages paid by the deceased into the common 
fund exceeded the sum necessary to keep him in food and clothes, 
it would seem to follow that the parents, whose duty it 
was to maintain their family, were in part dependent upon 
the boy’s earnings to enable them to fulfil this duty. The 
question was one of fact rather than of law. In Powell v. 
Main Colliery Co. the considered judgment of the House 
has settled a very important point arising under the Act— 
viz., the meaning of the word “claim” in section 2 (1), which 
provides that the claim for compensation must be made within 
six months of the accident. The county court judge had 
held that a document referring to the date of the accident 
and claiming a named weekly sum as compensation, served by 
the workman on the employers within the six months, was a 
sufficient claim within the section. The contention on the other 
side was that the claim there referred to means the request for 
arbitration, which in this case was not filed until some nine 
months after the accident. The Court of Appeal (A. L. Surra 
and Corus, L.JJ., Romer, L.J., dissenting) held that this latter 
contention was correct, and allowed the appeal (1900, 2 Q. B. 
145). The House of Lords, by a majority of five to one (Lord 
Morais being the dissentient), have approved the view of the 
county court judge and Romer, L.J. The difficulty was that in 
section 1 the Act speaks of “the time hereinafter in this Act 
limited for taking proceedings,” and the only limitation to answer 
this expression is the provision in section 2 as to the making of 
the claim. A mere claim not forming the commencement of 
actual legal proceedings could not, it was said, be referred to as 
“taking proceedings.” The view of the Lord Chancellor and 
the judges who concurred with him seems to be that such a 
claim may be so referred to in an Act which is remarkably free 
from technical phraseology. They also intimated that in the 
event of the workman’s claim not being followed by a request 
for arbitration, it would be competent for the employer to insist 
on the appointment of an arbitrator and so to bring matters to 
an issue. 





Tue Courr of Appeal affirmed on Monday last the decision 
of Brauam and Purturmore, JJ., in Barnett v. Corporation of 
Eccles (1900, 2 Q. B. 104). The case arose out of an arbitration 
under section 308 of the Public Health Act, 1875. The cor- 
poration had made a complaint against the appellant on the 
ground of his failure to execute certain sanitary works upon his 
property. The proceedings came before petty sessions, quarter 
sessions, and ultimately before a Divisional Court, who entered 
judgment for the appellant, holding that the corporation, and 
not the appellant, were bound to do the works in question. The 
appellant was, of course, put to considerable expense in the 
course of these proceedings, and he sought to recover these 
expenses in an arbitration under section 308. That section 
entitles a person to “full compensation” from the local 
authority where he has sustained any damage by reason 
of the exercise of any of the powers of the Act in relation 
to a matter as to which he is not himself in default. It was 
admitted that the appellant was entitled to have repaid to 
him his taxed costs of the proceedings before the petty sessions, 

uarter sessions, and Divisional Court, but the decision appealed 

m was that he was not entitled to be repaid his other expenses 
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though reasonably and properly incurred. This decision has 
now been pronounced by the Court of Appeal to be absolutely 
right. It must, therefore, be taken that the “full compensa- 
tion”’ provided for by section 308 is something less than an 
absolute indemnity, and, where the compensation is in respect of 
legal proceedings wrongfully taken by the local authority, means 
nothing more than ordinary taxed costs. 








DEATH DUTIES UNDER THE FINANCE ACT, 1900. 


THE provisions as to death duties contained in the Finance 
Act, 1900 (63 Vict. c. 7), will be found in the eleventh and 
twelfth sections, the first of which relates to surrenders of life 
interests, and the second of which relates to aggregation. 

Our readers will remember that it was decided in -Attorney- 
General v. Beech (47 W. R. 257 ; 1899, App. Cas. 53) that no estate 
duty was payable on the death of a tenant for life who more 
than one year before his death had surrendered his life estate to 
the next remainderman, who had immediately entered into 
possession of the property. This decision was reasonable; it 
prevented the Finance Act, 1894, from interfering with that 
vast number of cases where a parent wishes to make an 
immediate provision for his child out of settled property, and 
did not give facilities for making surrenders (not bond fide for the 
purpose of providing for children, but) merely for the sake of 
avoiding duty. This decision was followed by Attorney-General v. 
De Proville (48 W. R. 193 ; 1900, 1 Q. B. 223), which decided that, 
even if the surrender was made within one year before the death 
of the tenant for life, no estate duty was payable on his death. 
The law as thus laid down opened an easy method of evading 
estate duty. All that a tenant for life had to do was to have a 
surrender prepared and engrossed, and to execute it as soon as 
he was given over by the doctors. Some change in the law 
became necessary if the policy of Parliament as to estate duty 
was not to bealtered. Accordingly, by the eleventh section of 
the Finance Act, 1900, it is enacted that— 

**11.—(1) In the case of every person dying after the 31st day of 
March, 1900, property, whether real or personal, in which the deceased 
person or any other person had an estate or interest limited to cease 
on the death of the deceased shall, for the purpose of the Finance Act, 
1894, and the Acts amending that Act, be deemed to pass on the death 
of the deceased, notwithstanding that that estate or interest has been 
surrendered, assured, divested, or otherwise disposed of, whether for 
value or not, to or for the benefit of any person entitled to an estate 
or interest in remainder or reversion in such property, unless that 
surrender, assurance, divesting, or disposition was ond fide made or 
effected twelve months before the death of the deceased, and bond fide 

ion and enjoyment of the property was assumed thereunder 
immediately upon the surrender, assurance, divesting, or disposition, 
and thenceforward retained to the entire exclusion of the person who 
had the estate or interest limited to cease as aforesaid, and of any 
benefit to him by contract or otherwise.”’ 


Bearing in mind that estate duty is payable in respect of pro- 
perty passing on the death of a person, the effect of the section 
may be shortly stated as follows: Estate duty shall be payable 
on the death of the tenant for life notwithstanding that he has 
surrendered his estate, whether for value or not, to a remainder- 
man, unless the surrender was made twelve months before his 
death, and unless the surrenderee immediately took possession 
and thenceforth retained possession to the exclusion of the 
surrenderor and of any benefit to him by contract or otherwise. 
The effect appears to be that duty will be payable in such cases 
as Attorney-General v. De Preville, but that it will not be payable 
in such cases as Attorney-General vy. Beech. 

Perhaps a few words on the language of the section may be 
of use. The words “surrendered, assured, divested, or otherwise 

i of” include every method of transferring property, so 
that it appears to be impossible to escape duty by astute 
conveyancing. 

The words ‘‘ whether for value or not” appear to have been 
introduced to meet the case where the tenant for life, being an 
old man, has his life interest valued, and sells it to the 
remainderman for the amount of the valuation, a proceeding 
which might in many cases lead to a considerable loss to the 
revenue. It has, however, been suggested, that the section 
applies to cases of bond fide sales by the tenant for life and the 
remainderman, or to the common case where, on the sale by a 





vendor seised in fee subject toa jointure, the jointress concurs ' 





and releases her jointure on receipt of part of the purchage. 
money. It appears clear that in the latter case, if the jointregs 
concurs without receiving the full value of her jointure, the 
assurance made by her was really made for the benefit of the 
owner in fee, and although his estate is not technically 
remainder or reversion, it may, and probably will, be held 
that he is a remainderman within the meaning of the 
Act. If this construction is correct, the Act will cause 
great difficulty in the case of the sale of part of a large 
property where the jointress, being satisfied that the jointure is 
sufficiently secured by the unsold part of the property, concurs 
in the sale without receiving any part of the purchase-money, 
The question whether duty will be payable on the death of a 
jointress who concurs in the sale and receives the full value of 
her jointure, is perhaps somewhat more doubtful. We are 
inclined to consider that it will not be payable, on the ground 
that the assurance made by her is neither “to” nor “ for the 
benefit of’ a remainderman. But it will hardly be safe to act 
on this view. 

Until a decision has been obtained on the questions above 
stated, it will be necessary in all cases where the jointress con- 
curs to make some special condition as to what indemnity in 
respect of the duty which will be payable on her death is to be 
given to the purchaser. In considering the amount of the 
indemnity, it will be necessary to remember that the rate at 
which duty will be charged on the death of the jointress will 
depend on the total amount of the property which, uader the 
rules as to aggregation, will pass at her death, while the amount 
on which duty will be payable depends, not only on the value of 
the jointure, but on the value of the estate on which it is charged, 
As the liability of a purchaser to duty will cease if the jointress 
lives for a year after completion, probably the most satisfactory 
plan will be to invest a sufficient part of the purchase-money in 
the names of trustees on trust to indemnify the purchaser, his 
heirs and assigns, and the land purchased, against the duty in 
question. The form of “ declaration of trust of a sum of Consols 
produced by investment of part of purchase-money for indem- 
nifying the purchaser against a contingent equitable charge,” 
given at 1 K. & E, p. 658, can readily be adapted for this 
purpose. 

The Finance Act, 1894, provided (section 4) that for the purpose 
of determining the rate of estate duty all property passing on 
the death of the deceased should be aggregated. There were 
two cases in which property was excepted from aggregation: 
(1) Property in which the deceased never had an interest, as, for 
instance, where the income of property was given to A. during 
the lifetime of B.; here, although duty is payable on B.’s 
death, the property is not aggregated with B.’s other property 
so as to alter the rate at which duty is payable. (2) Property 
which, under a disposition not made by the deceased, passes, 
immediately on the death of the deceased, to some person 
other than the husband or wife, or a lineal ancestor or lineal 
descendant of the deceased. 

The first part of the 12th section of the Finance Act, 1990, 
which provides that— 

‘¢12.—The exclusion enacted by the proviso to section four of the 
Finance Act, 1894, of property from aggregation shall, in the case of 
every person dying after the passing of this Act, cease to have effect, 
except as regards property in which the deceased never had an 
ie Provided that where an interest in expectancy (within the meaning 
of Part I. of the Finance Act, 1894) in any property has, before the 
passing of this Act, been bond fide sold or mortgaged for full considera- 
tion in money or money’s worth, then no other duty on such property 
shall be payable by the purchaser or mortgagee when the interest falls 
into possession than would have been payable if this section had not 
passed, and in the case of a mortgage any higher duty payable by 
the mortgagor shall rank as a charge subsequent to that of the 
mortgagee,” . 

does away with the second exemption from aggregation, pro- 
tecting the interests of persons claiming under purchases or 
mortgages made before the commencement of the Act. 

The second part of the 12th section provides that— 

‘Where settled property passes, or is deemed to pass, on the death 
of a person dying after the passing of this Act under a disposition 
aR, a person dying before the commencement of Part I. of the 
Finance Act, 1894, and such property would, if the disponer had died 
after the commencement of the said part, have been liable to estate 
duty upon his death, the aggregation of such property, with other 
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property passing upon the first-mentioned death, shall not operate to 
enhance the rate of duty payable either upon the settled poe d or 


upon any other property so passing by more than one- per cent. 
in excess of the rate at which duty would have been payable if such 
settled property had been treated as an estate by itself.” 

The effect of this somewhat crabbed sub-section is to moderate 
the effect of aggregation in cases where part of the property 
liable to aggregation was settled, which, it will be remembered, 
includes a settlement made by will by a person who died before 
the 4th of August, 1894. 





NEGOTIABLE INSTRUMENTS. 


Tue current number of the Zaw Quarterly Review contains an 
interesting article by Mr. Joun 8. Ewart, Q.C., of the Canadian 
bar, on “‘ Negotiability and Estoppel ” ; but while an exhaustive 
examination of the subject of negotiability such as that which 
Mr. Ewart has undertaken is eminently useful, it is not easy to 
accept without demur the conclusion at which he arrives. 
Shortly stated this is, that negotiability, in the sense of allow- 
ing a bond fide transferee for value to acquire a better title than 
his transferor, can be satisfactorily accounted for on the gronnd 
of estoppel without the necessity of placing reliance on a special 
tule of the law merchant opposed to the general rule of the 
common law that a transferor can only pass such title as he 
himself has. 

In approaching the subject, Mr. Ewarr specifies two points as 
ordinarily stated to be characteristic of negotiable instruments. 
The holder may suein his own nameon thecontract containedin the 
instrument, and he has a good title notwithstanding any defect 
of title in the party from whom he took it. With regard to 
the first point, it is of course easy to shew that it is by no 
means exclusively characteristic of negotiable instruments. 
Although it was the strict doctrine of the common law that 
choses in action were not assignable, yet even at common 
law it was sometimes possible for transferees to sue on a 
contract in their own names. An example which Mr. 
Ewart gives is found in covenants running with the land. 
Here the assignability of the contract was referred theoretically 
to the privity of estate existing between the persons successively 
interested in the land; but practically the reason was that the 
covenant was intended to be made with the person who for the 
time being had the land. Moreover, as to contracts generally, 
the rule of the common law was not recognized in equity, the 
principle there being that the transferee could sue on the 
contract in his own name, and that principle has now been made 
universal, provided the assignment is absolute and is in writing 
under the hand of the assignor in accordance with section 25 (6) 
of the Judicature Act, 1873. It is clear, then, that negotiable 
instruments are riot entitled to claim transferability as a dis- 
tinguishing characteristic. 

While, then, formerly transferability was a leading feature in 
negotiable instruments, it is necessary now to look elsewhere 
for the marks of difference between negotiability and un- 
negotiability. The most practical exposition of the subject 
which has been published of recent years is perhaps to be found 
in Judge W1111s’s lectures on the Law of Negotiable Securities, 
and there the following definition is given (p. 6): ‘“(a)A 
‘negotiable’ instrument is one the property in which is acquired by 
every person who takes it bond fide and for value; (4) provided 
the instrument is such and in that state that the true owner could 
transfer the contract or engagement contained therein by simple 
delivery of the instrument.” The second of these points adds a 
qualification to what has been already said as to the transfer- 
ability of a negotiable instrument. The transferability 
must be such that the instrument either passes by delivery 
alone, or has been placed in such a state that nothing 
more is required for the transfer except delivery; that 
8, it must either be originally made payable to bearer, 
or if it has been made payable to order, it must have 
been indorsed by the payee specified. But there still remains 
as the distinctive mark of a negotiable instrument the fact that 
the bond fide holder has a good title, notwithstanding any defect 
in the title of the person from whom he received it. On what 
ground is this to be accounted for? It has been the almost 
Uliversal practice to ascribe this effect to the law merchaut, and 





to recognize it as a plain infringement of the ordinary rule as to 
the acquisition of title. ‘‘The general rule of law,” said 
Wutss, J., in Whistler v. Forster (14 O. B. N.8., p. 257), “is 
undoubted that no one can transfer a better title than he him- 
self possesses. Nemo dat quod nonhabet. To this there are some 
exceptions, one of which arises out of the rule of the law 
merchant as to negotiable instruments. These, being part of 
the currency, are subject to the same rule as money; and 
if such an instrument be transferred in good faith for value 
before it is overdue, it becomes available in the hands 
of the holder, notwithstanding fraud which would have 
rendered it unavailable in the hands of a previous holder.” 
So in a passage quoted by Mr. Ewaat, it was said by Wixpz, B., 
in Swan v. North British Australasian Co, (7 H. & N. 634), 
“The law merchant validates in the interest of commerce a 
transaction which the common law would declare void for want 
of title or authority.” 

That this acquisition by the bond fide holder for value of a 
better title than his transferor possessed is a special result of the 
law merchant is further emphasized by the discussions which 
have taken place as to the possibility of the rule being extended 
by modern custom to new classes of instruments. In Crouch v. 
Credit Foneier (L. R. 8 Q. B. 374) this possibility was denied. 
“Where the incident,” said Biacxsurn, J., “is of such a 
nature that the parties are not themselves competent to intro- 
duce it by express stipulation, no such incident can be 
annexed by the tacit stipulation arising from usage. It may 
be so annexed by the ancient law merchant, which 
forms part of the law, and of which the courts take notice.” 
On the other hand, this view was emphatically repudiated by 
Cocxsurn, L.0.J., in Goodwin v. Robarts (L. R. 10 Ex. 337), who 
objected to the restriction of the law merchant to ancient 
usage. ‘' Usage,” he said, ‘‘ adopted by the courts, having thus 
been the origin of the so-called law merchant as to negotiable 
securities, what is there to prevent our acting on the principle 
acted on by our predecessors, and followed in the precedents 
they have left tous? Whyis it to be said thata new usage 
which has sprung up under altered circumstances is to be less 
admissible than the usages of past times?” And this latter view 
was adopted by Kennepy, J., in the recent case of Bechuanaland 
Exploration Co. v. London Trading Bank (Limited) (1898, 2 Q. B. 
658), where he held that debentures payable to bearer had by 
custom attained the position of negotiable instruments. 

Where instruments which are in form payable to bearer are 
not negotiable it has been frequently sought to give them the 
effect of negotiability on the ground of estoppel, but here a 
distinction naturally suggests itself between estoppel as against 
the maker of the instrument—in the case of the bonds of a 
company, as against the company—and as against holders of 
the bonds. The distinction was pointed out by Biacxsuny, J., 
in Crouch v. Credit Foncier (supra) in a passage to which Mr. 
Ewart refers: The company had power to estop itself in that 
way, ‘‘ but the plaintiff is obliged to contend in this case that they 
had also power to alter and abandon the right of those who 
might become holders of the instrument, and to declare that 
such persons should, contrary to the general rule of law, hold 
their property on a precarious title, liable to be divested ifa 
thief or finder could find a bond fide purchaser for the 
debenture.” Lord Carmns, C., as Mr. Ewart observes, in 
Goodwin v. Robarts (1 App. Cas. p. 490) met this 
objection by arguing that the holder of an instrument 
payable to bearer was a party to the representation raising 
the estoppel. “The scrip itself,” he said, “would be a 
representation to anyone taking it—a representation which the 
appellant must be taken to have made or to have been a party 
to—that, if the scrip were taken in good faith and for value, 
the person taking it would stand to all intents and purposes in 
the place of the previous holder. The appellant is in 
the position of a person who has made a representation on the 
face of his scrip that it would pass a good title to anyone on his 
taking it in good faith and for value, and who has put it in the 
power of his agent to hand over his scrip with this representa- 
tion to those who are induced to alter their position on the 
faith of the representation so made.” Mr. Ewart objects to this 
doctrine that it imputes to the holder of the instrument a repre- 
sentation for which he is in no way responsible. He knows that 
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he is dealing with an instrument payable to bearer, but whether 
the incident of negotiability is attached to it is a matter of law, 
and does not depend upon any representation. ‘ Surely,” says 
Mr. Ewart, ‘‘a non-negotiable instrument cannot, in itself, be a 
representation that it is anything but what it is.” And in any 
case the doctrine is only required in the case of instruments 
which are not negotiable ; in the case of negotiable instruments 
the incidents of negotiability follow without any reference to 
the principle of estoppel. The principle enunciated by Lord 
Carns gives, indeed, a negotiability by estoppel distinct from 
and additional to the negotiability which arises under the law 
merchant. 

Mr. Ewart, however, while criticizing negotiability by estoppel 
as expounded in Goodwin v. Robarts, suggests a use of the doctrine 
of estoppel which would make it unnecessary to refer to the law 
merchant at all, and would avoid therefore any conflict with 
the ordinary law. The estoppel, he says, arises by ostensible 
ownership, or ostensible agency, and is applicable as much to 
lands or goods as to instruments ordinarily recognized as 
negotiable. ‘‘ Lands,” he says, in summarizing his argument, 
“are intended to be transferred ; so are goods; so are some choses 
in action. The law as to all such classes of property is the 
same. Ostensible ownership or agency may estop the true 
owner from setting up his title as against an innocent purchaser. 
The primary question then as to any particular chose in action is 
whether it was intended to be redeemed to the immediate con- 
tractee or to third persons also. . . . When the character of the 
document has been ascertained, either by its form or by usage 
with reference to the class of instruments to which it belongs, the 
law of estoppel and not the law merchant, the ordinary law and 
not antagonism to it, will suffice for the settlement of all questions 
relating to the rights of innocent transferees.” But the weakness 
of the argument seems to lie in the fact that it gives such 
transferees a protection very inferior to that now afforded them. 
At present the result of negotiability under the law merchant is 
absolute. The ond fide transferee for value takes a perfect title 
without any inquiry as to the conduct of the former owner of the 
instrument. According to Mr. Ewart, in the case of a bill of 
exchange, possession and ownership are so closely connected 
that the holder is entitled by the world at large to be treated as 
owner, and the true owner who has parted with the possession 
has placed someone else in the place of ostensible owner, and 
is consequently estopped from disputing the efficacy of 
any transfer which the latter may make. But though 
this may well be so when the true owner has acted volun- 
tarily, it is difficult to see how the reasoning can apply 
when the instrument has been stolen or possession of it has 
been otherwise fraudulently acquired. Mr. Ewart considers 
that the owner of an instrument payable to bearer has only him- 
self to blame if he does not efficiently protect it, and that the 
loss consequently should fall on him rather than on an innocent 
purchaser. This may be so, but hitherto the result has been 
attained, in the case of negotiable instruments, by reliance on 
the law merchant, and itis by no means clear that it could be 
attained with any certainty by the doctrine of estoppel. 
Negotiability by estoppel is a valuable adjunct to negotiability 
by the law merchant ; but in spite of Mr. Ewarr’s suggestive 
article, we are not prepared to admit that it can be made an 
effective substitute for the law merchant. 








At the annual meeting of the Incorporated Council of Law Reporting 


for England and Wales, held at Lincoln’s-inn on Thursday in last week, 


Mr. Montague Crackanthorpe, Q.C., was re-elected chairman, and Mr. 
F. A. Bosanguet, Q.C., Common Serjeant of London, vice-chairman of 
the council for the ensuing year. 


At the Hertford Assizes this week Charles Bullock, solicitor, of Great 
Berkhampstead, pleaded guilty to several charges of converting to his own 
use money entrusted to him for investment by clients, and was sentenced 
to twelve months’ imprisonment. On behalf of the Treasury, it was 
eaid the total sum received by prisoner as trustee was £28 000, all of which 
had been appropriated by him. Most of it had gone in financing certain 
building speculations Mr. Grubb made an urgent appeal on behalf of 
the prisoner, who had not used any of the money for bis own benefit, and 
had handed everything over to the trustees. He hada wife and a large 
family depending upon him. The learned judge said it was a bad case, 
but no doubt the prisoner was tempted by the fatal facilities given him by 
persons who had relied upon him. He doubted whether he ought not to 
send him to penal servitude, but would not take that course. 





REVIEWS. 
LANDLORD AND TENANT. 


Fawoet?’s Law oF LANDLORD AND TENANT. SECOND EDITION. By 
JoHnN Mason Licurwoop, M.A., Barrister-at-Law. Butterworth 
& Co. 

The time which has elapsed since the former edition of this work 
was published has been fruitful in statutory enactments and judicial 
decisions on the subject with which it deals, and this has necessitated 
the rewriting of large portions of the text. The result has been a 
practically new work on an important subject. Although in this, asin 
the original edition, conciseness has been made an object, it has not 
been effected at the expense of thoroughness. The treatise is by no 
means an elementary one; it is entitled to rank with any existing 
work as an accurate exposition of the law of landlord and tenant, 
The reported cases are brought thoroughly up to date, and modern 
statutes affecting the subject (such as the Agricultural Holdings Act, 
the Conveyancing Acts, and the Bankruptcy Acts) receive special 
treatment ; on agricultural tenancies the book is particularly valuable, 
The index is good, and the division of the subject into separate 
chapters is logical and appropriate. T. R. C. D. 





METROPOLITAN GAS COMPANIES. 


Tue Powers oF CHARGE OF THE METROPOLITAN GAS CoMPANIEs: 
A HIsToRY OF THE QUESTION OF PRICE IN LONDON FROM THE 
INTRODUCTION OF GAS LIGHTING TO THE PRESENT TIME. By 
LAURENCE W. S. Rostron, M.A., B.C.L., Barrister-at-Law. Wits 
A PREFACE by GEorGE LIvEsEY, M.I.C.E. Walter King. 


This little book appeals rather to shareholders in gas companies than 
to lawyers. It has been suggested by the report on the subject, 
issued last year, of a Select Committee of the House of Commons. It 
contains an interesting history of the “‘ sliding scale,” introduced into 
London by legislation some twenty-five years ago with the object of 
making the dividends of the companies vary inversely with the prices 
charged to their consumers. The author approves of this system on 
the whole, and is apprehensive that the suggestion made by the com- 
mittee for its alteration, in particular by the revision of the initial 
price, will not, if carried into effect, prove beneficial to the comma- 
nity. The question is a difficult one, and does not admit of discussion 
within the limits of a short notice: those interested in the subject 
will find much information in Mr. Rostron’s book. 





COMMON LAW. 


A SeLEcTion or LEaprne CasEs IN THE Common Law. WITH 
Nores. By WaAtrer SsrrtEy SHIRLEY, Barrister-at-Law. 
Sixth Epirion. By RicHarD Warson, Barrister-at-Law. 
Stevens & Sons (Limited), 

A practical proof of the merits of this work is afforded by the 
number of editions through which it has already passed in a com- 
paratively short period of time. Intended, originally, to be a mere 
student’s manual, it has gradually developed, in the hands of the 
present editor, into a book of reference for legal practitioners, with- 
out, however, impairing its value as an instructive text-book for 
students. By the latter it certainly should be appreciated, because it 
inculcates legal principles not in a mere abstract manner, but i 
concrete form by reference to leading cases exemplifying the various 
principles discussed. Such a method, which is the very antithesis of 
the cramming system of instruction, must, if consistently pursued, 
eventually convert the intelligent student into a sound lawyer, % 
distinguished from a mere successful competitor for prizes of 
exhibitions who is often apt speedily to forget knowledge, which has 
been so rapidly acquired, mainly for examination purposes, by 
technical means. 

Little need be said concerning the new edition of this work. It 
has been carefully revised, and some of the notes have been re-written. 
Moreover, in the selection of leading cases certain alterations have 
been made. Thus Cornfoot v. Fowke (6 M. & W. 358), though still 
referred to in the notes (on p. 55), is replaced as a leading case by the 
more modern one of Barwick v. English Joing-Stock Bank (15 W. B 
877, L. R. 2 Ex. 259), Again, Waite v. North-Eastern Railway 
(E. B. & E. 719) and Young v. Grote (4 Bing. 253), which formerly 
figured as leading cases, are now only mentioned in the notes, while 
Roberts v. Urchard (2 H. & C. 769), as to notice of action, is left out 
altogether in this edition, which likewise omits a long “List of 
Abbreviations and References,” together with Appendix A. (statutes) 
On the other hand, some new cases, besides those above mentioned, 
have been added by the editor to the list of selected leading cases, 
which, it should be stated, are still grouped together under the old 
headings of ‘‘ Formation of Contracts,” “Interpretation and Opert 
tion cf Contracts,” ‘‘ Discharge of Contracts,” ‘‘ Torts,” and “ Mir 
cellaneous Cases.” Thanks to the careful emendations made by the 
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editor in this edition, the bulk of the entire work has not been 
seriously increased, though the actual text now comprises 611 pages 
instead of 541. 





THE RAILWAY AND CANAL COMMISSIONERS. 


REPORTS OF CASES DECIDED BY THE RAILWAY AND CANAL Com- 
MISSIONERS. VoL. X. By J. H. Batrour Brownz, Q.C., 
WALTER H. Macnamara, Registrar to the Railway and Canal 
Commission, and RatpH NeEvittE, LL.B., Barrister-at-Law. 
Sweet & Maxwell (Limited). 


This book forms the tenth volume of railway and canal traffic cases. 
It has been compiled with the accuracy and care which we expect in 
this series of reports, and it brings the cases from the year 1896 up to 
the present year; the Scotch and Irish cases are included. 





THE FOOD AND DRUGS ACTS. 


AprpEAL CASES UNDER THE Foop AnD Drues Acts, 1875 AnD 1879, 
AND MARGARINE Act, 1887. By B. Scorr EipER, Chief Inspector 
of Food and Drugs, &c., for the County of Durham. Butterworth 
& Co. 

This small volume will, no doubt, have its use, but we do not 
welcome these volumes of reports of cases dealing with one particular 
fragment of the law. The editor wisely refrains from attempting a 
commentary on the law illustrated by these cases, but he has 
ventured in his preface on a sweeping criticism on the decisions them- 
selves, ‘‘ They are,” he says, ‘‘ very often apparently contradictory 
to one another, and in direct conflict with the ordinary reading of the 
statutes.” We feel the deepest sympathy with the ordinary reader 
of the statutes. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.]} 


Sir,—In the report of the proceedings at the annual festival of the 
Solicitors’ Benevolent Association, published in your last number, 
the president of the Incorporated Law Society is stated to have said 
(p. 558): ‘‘ Every solicitor throughout the land ought to join the 
Incorporated Law Society, so that it might become an organization 
with power to speak for the whole body of the profession,” &c., &c. 

ill you permit me to point out that at the present time, in 
consequence (I take it) of what appears to me a somewhat harsh 
construction of the society’s charter, it is not ‘‘ every solicitor” who 
can, even though willing, become a member of the society? I refer 
to the fact that the society requires any applicant who has actually 
been admitted a solicitor to take out at least one annual certificate 
before he can be elected a member—i.c., for the privilege of being a 
member he must incur an additional expense of £4 10s. or possibly 
£9, and that probably at a time when he has just been called upon to 
disburse a considerable sum. 

On admission a solicitor becomes an officer of the court (a privilege 
which he usually only realizes when the court has something un- 
pleasant in store’for him), and subject to its rules and discipline 
whether he takes out an annual certificate or not. Why, then, should 
he be precluded from becoming a member of the society ? 

As the society is willing to undertake the prosecution of offenders, 
provided that the necessary funds are forthcoming, and as it is 
obvious that the greater the number of its members the greater the 
amount of the funds available, I would suggest that immediate steps 
be taken to enable the admitted solicitors who have not taken out 
their annual certificate (and they must be many) to become such 
members. It might be found that the additional subscriptions thus 
obtained would do something to obviate the necessity of applying to 
the Government for a grant of money, with the probable consequence, 
which you point out, of the annual tax being increased. 


June 26, F. R. B. 








Recently, says the Albany Law Journal, in arguing a case before the 
Supreme Court of North Carolina, counsel asked for an extension of the 
time allowed for argument, saying in a deprecatory manner that he did 
not know that he could add to what his associate had already said, but 
‘your honour will remember that the cackling of geese once saved Rome.” 
“You may try it, Mr. B.,’’ blandly replied the chief justice. 


On the 22nd inst., in the House of Lords, the Lord Chancellor moved the 
second reading of the Imitation of County Court Process Bill, which, he 
said, was rendered necessary by people doing such things as placing the 
Royal arms at the head of documents demanding the payment of debts. 
This imitation of county court processes was a serious thing to the most 
ignorant of the population, and was attended with considerable iniquity. 
Of course, it was an offence which might be proceeded it by a more 
serious and lengthy process, but the Bill before the House gave more 
summary powers. The Bill was read a second time. 
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GREAT WESTERN RAILWAY CO. ». LONDON AND COUNTY BANKING 
CO. (LIM.). No. 1. 22nd May and 21st June. 


Banxk—CvustomMER—REcEIvVING Payment ror Ovstomer—Derective Tris 
—Crossep Cueque—‘‘ Nor Necoriaste’’—Briris or Excuance Act, 
1882 (45 & 46 Vicr. c. 61), s. 82. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of Bigham, J. (reported 48 
W. R. 144; 1899, 2 Q. B. 172). The action was brought for £142 10s., 
money had and received to the use of the plaintiffs, or as damages for 
conversion of a cheque. One Huggins, a rate collector, by fraudulently 
representing to the plaintiffs that a rate had been made on their property 
——- from them a cheque on the London Joint Stock Bank payable to 

uggins or order, crossed, and marked ‘‘not negotiable.’”’ Huggins, as 
his custom had been for many years in the case of cheques payable to him 
as rate collector, indorsed and handed the cheque to the defendants’ 
branch at Wantage, where they cashed it for him as usual and forwarded 
it to their head office in London. There the defendants presented the 
cheque to, and received payment of it from, the London Joint Stock Bank. 
Huggins kept no account with the defendants. The plaintiffs discovered 
the fraud and brought the present action against the defendants, who 
pleaded that they in good faith and without negligence received payment 
of the cheque for a customer within the — of section 82 of the Bills 
of Exchange Act, 1882, and were consequently exempt from liability. 
Bigham, J., gave judgment for the defendants. The plaintiffs appealed. 

Tue Covrr (A. L. Smrrn and Romer, L.JJ., VaucHan Wiis, L.J., 
dissenting) dismissed the appeal. 

A. L. Smrrn, L.J., in the course of a written judgment, said that 
whether or not a man was a customer of a bank was a question of fact. 
He did not agree with the suggested reading of section 82 of the Bills of 
Exchange Act, 1882, that the word ‘‘customer’’ was confined to the case 
of a person who kept a current account at the bank. This case was not 
like that of a stranger coming upon an isolated occasion to get a cheque 
cashed as in Matthews v. Brown (63 L. J. Q. B. 494), nor yet like the 
case of La Cave v. Credit Lyonnais (1897, 1 Q. B. 148), where, upon the 
same principle, Collins, J., held that to constitute a man a customer 
his relations with the bank must be much nearer and closer. The cashing 
for Huggins and collecting of the cheques for a period of twenty years as @ 
matter of fact constituted Huggins a customer of the bank. Then came 
the question whether the bank received payment for their customer. It 
was said that they purchased the cheque from him. The Lord Justice could 
not think so. They charged nothing for undertaking the suggested 
liability. The truth was, that to accommodate Huggins and possibly 
themselves the bank undertook to collect the cheque for Huggins, he and 
not they standing the risk of the cheque not being met by the drawers. 

Vavenan Wiis, L J.,in a dissenting ju ent, said that apart 
from the Bills of Exchange Act, 1882, the bank would have become holders 
for value of the cheque entitled to sue in their own right, and not merely 
as trustees for Huggins: Thicdemann v. Goldschmidt (1 De G. F. & J., at 
p. 11). Of such persons it was not true to say that they were bankers 
receiving pomee fora customer. The fact that they made no charge for 
cashing the cheque was not conclusive of a contrary intention. The 
bankers were holders for value, notwithstanding the words “not 
negotiable,’ which did not affect the transferability but only the 
negotiability of the cheque, so that they took only the title of Huggins, 
which was defective. 

Romer, L.J., concurred with A. L. Smith, L.J. The preferable view of 
the arrangement between the branch bank and Huggins was that they 
were to forward the cheque for collection and receive the proceeds on his 
behalf, advancing the amount in anticipation of such receipt. In the 
opinion of the Lord Justice the relation of banker and customer existed 
between them.—Covunset, H. D. Greene, Q.0., H. H. Asquith, Q.C., and 
Park Goff; A. T. Lawrence, Q.C., and Guy Lushington. Soxicrrons, R. R. 
Nelson ; Harries, Wilkinson, § Raikes. 

[Reported by F. O. Rosiyson, Barrister-at-Law. | 


BURGER v. INDEMNITY MUTUAL MARINE ASSURANCE CO. (LIM.). 
No. 1. 20th and 2Ist June. 


Marine Insvrance—Co.iuiston Criavse—‘‘ Sums Par sy AssurRED IN 
Resrecr or Insury To THE Oruer Vassei Irsetr’’—Exrsgnszs oF 
Removing WRkEcE. 


This was an appeal from the judgment of Mathew, J. (reported 4 Com. 
Cas. 328). The plaintiffs eued on a policy of marine ce on their 
steamship Durward, containing a collision clause in these terms: “‘ And 
we (the defendants) further agree that if the ship hereby assured come into 
collision with any other ship or vessel, and the assured shall in consequence 
thereof be found liable to pay, and shall pay, anysums . . . in res 
of injury to such other ship or vessel itself, or to the goods and effects on 
board thereof, or for loss of freight then being earned by such other ship 
or vessel, we shall severally pay, &c. . . . But this agreement is in no 
case to be construed as extend: to any sums the assured may become 
liable to pay in respect of loss of life or personal injury to individuals from 
any cause whatever.’”’ Zhe Durward collided with and sank a tug, The 
Victoria, in the fair way of the Tees Navigation. The Tees Conservancy 
under statutory powers dispersed the wreck by explosives, and recovered 
the costs of so doing from the owners of The Vietoria, who recovered the 
same amount from the plaintiffs. The tiffs claimed that these 
expenses were covered by the collision clause. Mathew, J., gave judgment 
for the plaintiffs. Tbe defendants appealed. 
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Tus Covrr (A. L. Surrx, Vavenan Wittrams, and Romer, L.JJ.) allowed 
the appeal. 

A. L. Smrru, L.J., said that the clause in question dealt with three 
subject-matters—(1) injury to the other ship or vessel itself: (2) injury to 
the goods on board thereof ; (3) loss of freight then being earned. The con- 
struction of the clause seemed reasonably clear. ‘‘Sums paid in respect 
of’’ did not mean “‘ sums paid in consequence of’’ an injury to the other 
vessel itself. The proviso excluding sums payable in respect of loss of life 
was inserted ex abundanti cautela and did not affect the construction of the 
earlier part of the clause. 

Vavenan Wiiuiams, LJ., concurred. Primd facie it was impossible to 
say that a sum of money paid for clearing a tideway was a sum paid in 
respect of injury to the injured vessel itself. The court would not alter 
words defining the subject-matter of the insurance merely because of a 
proviso which any prudent underwriter would think it advisable to insert. 

Romer, L.J., agreed. It was clearly not intended that the underwriters 
were to be liable for all the damages recoverable ina collision action. The 
proviso appeared to be useless, but that was not enough to alter the con- 
struction of the clause. The construction suggested by the plaintiffs 
would necessitate two useless clauses instead of one.—CounseL, Carver, 
Q.C., and Serution ; Joseph Walton, Q.0., and J. A. Hamilton. Sourcrroxs, 
Waltons, Johnson, Bubb, § Whatton ; William A. Crump & Son. 


[Reported by F, O. Rosrxson, Barrister-at-Law. ] 


ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. HANWELL URBAN DISTRICT COUNCIL. 
No. 2. 19th June. 

Loca. Government—Lanp Computsortty Acaurrep sy Locat AvTHorIty 
FoR Sewace Purroses—PerManent User ror Dirrerent Purroses— 
Utrera Vires—Locat Government Boarp—Pvsiic Heattu Act, 1875 
(38 & 39 Vict. o. 55), s. 175. 


This was an appeal from a decision of Kekewich, J. (reported 48 W. R. 
69). The question involved was whether a local authority hold land which 
was acquired by them for specific purposes free from any restriction as to 
user if the land is not required for those purposes, and the Local Government 
Board under section 175 of the Public Health Act have directed that it 
shall not be sold. The action was brought by the Attorney-General, at 
the relation of the Earl of Jersey, with the Karl of Jersey as co-plaintiff, and 
the facts were as follow: In 1883 the Brentford Union, as the then 
sanitary authority of the Hanwell district, purchased from Lord Jersey a 
piece of land of about twelve acres, for the express purpose of the disposal 
of the sewage of the parish of Hanwell. Tae purchase for that purpose 
was sanctioned by the Local Government Board on the petition of the 
sanitary authority, and after an inquiry as to its propriety. The greater 
part of the land so acquired was accordingly used exclusively for the 
sewage purposes contemplated; but in 1896 the defendants, as the 
successors of the Brentford sanitary authority, proposed utilizing about 
two acres of the land which they had purchased, and which had been found to 
be unsuitable for sewage purposes, for the erection of a hospital for infections 
diseases other than small-pox. A publicinquiry was then held on the 17th 
of December, 1896, by a Local Government Board inspector, and 
the result was that by an order under the seal of the board, and 
dated the 3rd of April, 1897, the board directed that the two acres 
should be retained by the defendants as a site for the erection of a hospital 
for infectious diseases other than small-pox. The plaintiffs thereupon 
brought the present action, contending that the defendants had no power, 
either statutory or otherwise, to use the land for any other purpose than 
that for which it had been originally acquired. The defendants relied on 
the order of the Local Government Board, and contended that they were 
entitled to use the two acres for an isolation hospital, although that was 
not the purpose for which they and the rest of the twelve acres were 

i y required. Section 175 of the Public Health Act, 1875, provides 
that ‘Any local authority may for the purposes and subject to the 
provisions of this Act purchase or take on lease, sell or exchange any lands, 
whether within or without their district. Any lands acquired by 
a local authority in pursuance of any powers in this Act contained and not 
required for the purpose for which they were acquired shall (unless the 
Local Government Board otherwise direct) be sold. . . .’? Kekewich, J., 
held that the defendants were not entitled to use the land for purposes for 
which it had not been originally acquired, and that the plaintiffs were 
entitled to an injunction restraining the defendants from using the two 
acres as a site for a hospital for infectious diseases other than small-pox. 
The defendants appealed. 

Tae Oovrr (Lord Atverstonz, M.R., Ricny and Couns, L.JJ.) 
dismiseed the appeal. 

Lord Atverstonz, M.R.—This case seems to me by no means clear, but 
on consideration I think that the order of Kekewich, J., ought to be 
affirmed. The Public Health Act provides for the protection of land- 
owners, and requires the local authority to state the purposes for which 
land is taken compulsorily. Unless section 175 alters the rights of the 
pane it mus; be taken that the defendants’ predecessors acquired the 

for a particular statutory purpose—the disposal of sewage. It has 
been found that two acres of the land so acquired are not fitted for the 
purposes of sewage, and the defendants wished to use these two acres, not 
for any purpose connected with sewage, but for the purpose of erecting an 
isolation hospital, not a temporary hospital, but a permanent one. ‘nen 
in April, 1897, the Local Government Board made an order which 
directed that the two acres should be retained by the defendants as a site 
for a hospital. It cannot be suggested that the Local Government Board 
have any power to enforce the erection of a hospital. The order was 
really made under section 175, and its effect is that the council may retain 
the as theirown, and then they can use it for any lawful purpose. 
In my opinion the language of section 175 is not sufficient to enable a 
local authority to apply the land for a purpose for which they did not 











originally acquireit. The powers of the local authority are limited ; they can 
only acquire the land for specific purposes, and they hold the land subject to 
the restriction that it can only be used for those purposes. The Local 
Government Board directed that the land should not be sold. There may 
be many reasons why it is desirable that the land should remain in the 
hands of the local authority, though they may not be able to use it 
permanently for any but the original purpose. At anyrate it would be too 
strong a thing to import a power of the Local Government Board to 
authorize the local authority to use the land for a purpose wholly 
inconsistent with that for which it was acquired. When there is a 
direction of the Local Government Board that land is not to be sold, that 
does not mean that the local authority hold the land free from any 
restriction. The court is not now dealing with a merely temporary user, 
for it is admitted that the defendants intend to use the land for a 
permanent hospital. 

Ricsy and Corus, L.JJ., concurred.—Counset, Warrington, Q.O., and 
Stallard ; Renshaw, Q C., and Howard Wright. Souicrrors, Warren § James ; 
Freshfields § Co. 
[Reported by J. I. Srixtine, Barnster-at-Law. | 


Re PLUMMER. Ez parte TRUSTEE. No. 2. 15th and 22nd June. 


BankRuPTCY—VoLUNTARY SETTLEMENT—Girr to A Son—Banxkruprcrt 
Act, 1883 (46 & 47 Vicr. c. 52), s. 47 


This appeal from a decision of Wright, J., sitting asa judge in bank- 
ruptcy, is important as illustrating the meaning of a “‘ settlement’? undar 
section 47 of the Bankruptcy Act, 1883. The bankrupt, W. Plummer, 
converted his business of a draper into a limited company on the 20th of 
May, 1896, and the company issued a series of 160 debentures of £50 each. 
Of these debentures 100 were registered in the name of W. Plummer, 
whilst sixty others had been deposited by him with Messrs. Barclay & Co., 
the bankers, as security for certam advances made by them to the company 
to the extent of £3,500, for which sum, in the event of its non-payment to 
the bank by the company, W. Plummer would become a creditor of the 
company. The company was unsuccessful; and on the 26th of May, 
1898, a debenture-holders’ action was commenced against it, and 
a receiver appointed, at the suit of W. Plummer. On the 3rd of 
June the company passed a resolution for voluntary winding 
up. On the 13th of July, 1898, the company agreed to sell its under- 
taking to F. G. Plummer, the son of W. Plummer, for the consideration 
that F. G. Plummer should pay the company £13,000 in manner therein 
provided, and should pay the trade creditors of the company the further 
sum of £5,700;. that W. Plummer should surrender to the company 
sixty of the 100 debentures already mentioned as registered in his name, 


| and should release the company from all claims against them in respect of 


the sum of £3,500 already referred to; and that the father and son should 
together undertake the joint payment of any trade debts owing by the 
company, but unknown at the time toitsreceiver. This arrangement was 
duly carried out by adeed of covenant and indemnity executed on the loth 
of August, 1898. It wasadmitted that W. Plummer, in making these releases 
and undertaking this joint liability, was partly actuated, apart altogether 
from any desire to establish his son in business, by anxiety to save his own 
credit as a trader, and to escape from being involved in the downfall of a 
company which was unable to pay even its trade debts. On the 25th of 
March, 1899, W. Plummer filed his petition in bankruptcy ; and on the 28th 
of February, 1900, his trustee moved before Wright, J., for (1) a declara- 
tion that the transfer of tue business of the company to F. G. Plummer, 
and the payments made, and releases given, by the bankrupt for the 
purpose of effecting the same constituted a “‘ settlement’’ ; or (2), in the 
alternative, for a declaration that all gifts and payments made, and all 
claims released by the bankrupt to, or for the benefit of, F. G. Plummer, 
were void as against the trustee. It was admitted that all the stock- 
in-trade of the business, as it came to F. G. Plummer, had since been 
sold, and that the existing stock had been subsequently purchased. 
Wright, J., decided on the 30th of April, 1900, that, under the above 
circumstances, there had been no;*‘ settlement ’’ on his son by the bankrupt 
within the meaning of section 47. From this decision the trustee now 
appealed. : 

Tur Covrr (Lord Atverstonz, M R., Ricsy and Coiuns, L.JJ.) dis- 
missed the appeal. 

Lord Atvgerstone, M.R.—It seems to me that there have always been 
two lines of cases both under the old statutes and under section 47 of the 
the Bankruptcy Act, 1883: (1) If a gift of money was intended to be 
invested in something which could be subsequently traced, it constituted a 
‘‘ settlement ’’; (2) it a gift of money was not intended to be invested in 
something which could be subsequently traced, that was not a ‘‘ settle- 
ment.”’ Re Player (15 Q. B. D.682) appears to illustrate the latterclass of cases. 
I think the same principle is expressed again by Vaughan Williams, J., 
in Re Vansittart (41 W. R. 32; 1893, 1 Q. B 181), and by Wright, J., in 
Re Tankard (47 W. R. 624; 1899, 2 Q. B. 57, at p. 60), It is difficult, how- 
ever, to see within which of these two classes the present case falls. [His 
lordship summarized the facts.] Now, it is said that the result of the father 
surrendering his debentures was to improve the position pf the son. I do 
not dispute that result, but I do not think that that fact alone is enough. 
The learned judge in the court below has found that the consideration 
moving to the bankrupt for his sacrifice was not fictitious or unreal. In my 
opinion the son was a purchaser for value, As to the other point, 
all the authorities in which gifts of money have been accounted for are 
gifts in the shape of investment, or mortgage, or something which can 
justly be thought to represent actual proceeds. ‘ 

Ricsy, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. But I wish to add that, in my 
opinion, the authority of Re Player has not been successfully impeached. 
In that case the judgments of Mathew and Cave, JJ., proceeded on the 
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jntelligible principle that a gift of money which was not hedged about 
with conditions that it was to be invested and kept in a certain state could 
not be called a ‘“‘settlement.’”? It was not, of course, pretended that 
money could never be “ settled.’’ As to the facts, I think W. Plummer 
did not release his debentures with any intention of making a settlement 
on his son, though the result, undoubtedly, was to do him a benefit. 
Cottins, L.J.—I am of the same opinion. I should be sorry to say 
that when a father buys a business for his son, it might not be a “ settle- 
ment’ under section 47. I think it would depend on the character of the 
pusiness ; but when the business is of such a kind that it cannot afterwards 
be traced, there is clearly no settlement of the kind which was contem- 
plated by the Legislature.—CounszL, Younger, Q.C., and A. H. Dennis ; 
HE. Reed, Q.0., and Muir Mackenzie. Soxicrrors, Marshall § Pridham, for 
Cripps, Son, § Darsh, Tunbridge Wells ; Phelps, Sidgwick, § Biddle. 
[Reported by J. E. Morris, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Chancery Division. 


Re LEVISON & STEINER (LIM.). WISSNER v. LEVISON & STEINER 
(LIM.). Stirling, J. 16th June. 


CompANY—DEBENTURE-HOLDER’Ss AcTION—JEOPARDY—PrincipaL Moneys 
not Duzs—Form or JUDGMENT. 


This was the further consideration of a debenture-holder’s action for 
passing the minutes of order. The company, registered in 1898, in the 
same year issued 120 first mortgage debentures for £25 each, by the terms 
of which it was provided that the principal moneys should become payable 
on the 31st of July, 1901, or ‘‘ if the company make default for a period of 
two calendar months in the payment of wny interest hereby secured, and 
shall not within one month after receiving notice in writing to remedy 
such default pay the amount due in respect of such interest’ or on 
winding up. The plaintiff was the holder for value of 103 debentures, 
which were alone outstanding. A sum of over £64 was due to the plaintiff 
in respect of interest which was paid into court after the issue of the writ. 
The company’s business was at a standstill, and it had been turned out of 
possession of its premises. A receiver had been appointed. In default of 
defence the plaintiff moved for an order declaring ‘* that the plaintiff and 
all other (if any) the holders of mortgage debentures of the defendant 
company of the same issue as the plaintiff's debentures are entitled to a 
charge upon all the property of the defendant compauy whatsoever and 
wheresoever, both present and future, and the undertaking, goodwill, and 
business of the company and all its uncalled capital for the time being for 
securing the repayment of the principal moneys and interest in the deben- 
tures mentioned,’’ and that ‘‘ the following accounts and inquiries should 
be taken and made, (1) an account of what is due to the plaintiff and the 
other holders (if any) of mortgage debentures issued by the defendant 
company under and by virtue of such debentures; (2) an inquiry of what 
the property comprised in and charged by the said mortgage debentures 
consists, and in whom the same is vested; (3) an inquiry what other 
incumbrances affect the property comprised in or charged by the said 
debentures, or any and what parts thereof, and in whom the same are 
vested ; (4) an account of what is due to such other incumbrances respec- 
tively ; (5) an inquiry what are the priorities of such other incumbrances 
and the said debentures respectively, and what property other than that 
comprised in the said debentures is comprised in such other incambrances,’ 
aud that the fund in court be dealt with as directed by the payment schedule. 
The suggested minutes of order also proposed the continuance of the 
receiver, and that he should have power to sell. On behalf of the deben- 
ture-holder it was said that, while Seton’s Judgments and Orders did not 
shew that the order asked for had ever been given in the circumstances, 
Wallace v. Universal Automatic Machines Co. (1894, 2 Ch. 547) was an 
analogous case. 

Sixinc, J., granted an order in accordance with the proposed minutes, 
except that there was to be no order for sale but only liberty to apply for 
aeale, and that the direction to continue the receiver was to be omitted as 
unnecessary ; the payment schedule should direct payment out of the sum 
paid into court, with any interest accrued thereon.—CovunsEL, George 
Lawrence ; Vesey. Soxtcrrors, G. H Daniell; C. W. Langford. 

[Reported by W. H. Draper, Barrister-at-Law.] 


Re DE NICOLS. DE NICOLS v. CURLIER. Kekewich, J. 22nd June. 


Domicrn—Manrziace Accorping to French Law—Communiry or Goops 
—hursequent EnGiish DomictL—AFrrTEeR-ACQUIRED Rgat Property. 


In 1854, M. and Madame De Nicols, French subjects, were married in 
Paris. No contract or settlement was made by the parties on the marriage, 
and consequently by French law their rights with respect to property were 
regulated by the law of ‘‘ community of goods.’? In 1863, M. De Nicols 
and his wife came to England, where they became permanently domiciled. 
M. De Nicols died on the 28th of February, 1897, having by his will 
dated the 22nd of March, 1895, given his residuary real and personal 
estate upon trust for his wife for life and after her death to the duughter 
of the marriage and her children. The widow, however, claimed a moiety 
as her own absolute property under the French law, and an originating 
summons was taken out to determine the question. The matter went to 
the House of Lords, where.it was held (restoring the order of Kekewich, 
J.) that the change of domicil did not affect the rights acquired by the 
French marriage, and that the widow was entitled to a moiety. This 
decision, however, only had reference to movable property, and the 
question now to be decided was whether the same principle applied to 
freehold and leasehold property in England acquired by the testator. 
Kxxewicu, J., said there are two questions for consideration: one of 





fact, whether these estates are within the scope of the contract ; the other 
of law, whether they can be affected by it. .The difficulty which arose 
with regard to the first question wae, whether the term “‘ immovables ”’ in 
the French Code compri-ed immovables abroad—that is, beyond France. 
The evidence had set this matter at rest and removed all difficulty. 
Unless an exception is established on the ground of public policy 
the provisions of the code as regards ‘‘immovables” are of universal 
application—that is, apply equally to immovable property situate in 
France and to that situate in a foreign country. Turning now to 
the question whether there is any objection in law to the contract 
operating according to the intention of the parties so as to bind the free- 
hold and leasehold estates one is at once confronted with the principle 
which distinguishes obligations respecting real estate from those which 
affect personalty. That principle is to be found stated in Story’s Conflict 
of Laws, ss. 158, 159. The nuptial contract ought, according to that 
principle, to be carried into effect everywhere, but under the limitation 
and exception that as regards immovables the /ex rei site must prevail. 
The only obstacle is the Statute of Frauds, bu: it is said that the statute 
has no application here, and that the agreement made in consideration of 
marriage is sufficiently obligatory notwithstanding the absence of any 
writing. That isthe point tor decision. It is settled that there may be 
an agreement of partnership by parol notwithstanding that the partner- 
ship is intended to deal with land, and that to an action to enforce such 
agreement the plea of the statute will not avail. The authorities for this 
are Forster v. Hale (3 Ves. 696, 5 Ves. 308), Dale v. Hamilton (5 Hare 369). 
It is, however, fairly open to question whether the rule obtaining in con- 
tracts of partnership is properly applicable to a contract of marriage. 
Nevertbless, the reasoning of the Lord Chancellor in Forster v. Hale seems 
to shew that he intended to lay down a general rule which may be applied 
without extension to the casein hand. The Lord Chancellor held that the 
question whether there was a partnership or not must be tried as a fact, 
and if it were established by evidence that there was a partnership, then 
the premises necessary for the purposes of that partnership would by 
operation of law be held for the purposes of that partnership. It is estab- 
lished here by evidence that land acquired by either of the parties to the 
contract would by force of the contract be held on certain terms described 
briefly by the phrase ‘‘ community of goods.’’ Hus lordship therefore held 
that the freehold and leasehold estates were as much subject to the 
community of goods as the movables, which were held subject to it by the 
decision of the House of Lords.—CovunsgEx, Renshaw, Q.C., and Ingle Joyce ; 
Warrington, Q.C., and Elgood ; P. O. Lawrence, Q C., and Whinney. Soxtci- 
tors, Hicks, Arnold, § Mozley ; Tyrrell Lewis, Lewis, § Broadbent. 
[Reported by S, E. Witt1ams, Barrister-at-Law. | 


Re ESPUELA LAND AND CATTLE CO. (LIM.). Byrne, J. 16th June. 
OComrany— GeneraL Meetinc—ConpitionaL Notice—Vatipity or Norice. 


Petition. The articles of association of the above-named company 
provided that thirty days’ notice should be given to the members before every 
general meeting. On the 19th of February, 1900, the company issued the 
following notice: ‘Notice is hereby given that an extraordinary 
general meeting of the company will be held at the offices of the 
company on Friday, the 23rd of March, when the subjoined resolution 
will be proposed. Notice is hereby also given that an extraordinary 
general meeting of the company will be held at the offices of the 
company on Saturday, the 7th of April, when a report will 
be presented of the proceedings at the extraordinary general meeting 
of the company to be held on the 23rd of March, and the subjoined 
resolution will, if passed by the requisite majority at that meeting, be 
submitted for contirmation as a special resolution. Should the said 
resolution not be passed by the requisite majority at the meeting to be 
held on the 23rd of March, due notice will be given to the shareholders 
that the meeting on the 7th of April, of which notice is now given, will not 
be held’? The subjomed resolution above referred to was a resolution for 
the reduction of the capital of the company. The meetings above mentioned 
were held on the days appointed and the resolution for the reduction of 
capital was passed and confirmed. The company now brought a petition 
that the court would sanction the scheme for the reduction of capital, 
and the question as to the validity of the notice of the second meeting was 
raised owing to the decision in Alexander v. Simpson (43 Ch. D. 139). 

Byrne, J., held that the notice was valid.—CounsgL, Leveti, Q.C., and 
G. Lawrence. Souicrrors, Markby, Stewart, § Co. 

{Reported by R. Le1cu Ramsporuam, Barrister-at-Law. j 
Farwell, J., for Stirling, J. 


Re JACKSON. JACKSON »v. JACKSON. 


20th June. 


FREEHOLD AND LeaseHoLpD Prorperty—Dsgvise tro Trusters—Powsr to 
ManaGe—*‘ As ir ABSOLUTE Owners ’’—Powsgnrs Ivp.rep. 


Origivating summous. R. R. Jackson bequeathed all his residuary 
estate and etfects, both real and personal, to his trustees, upon trust to 
retain the freehold and leasehold properties so long as they should think 
fit and to ‘sell, call in, and convert into money his residuary real and 
leasehold estate and such portions of his residuary perronal estate as 
should not consist of money upon such terms and conditions and generally 
in such manner as they could do if absolute owners thereof.’”’ The will 
contained a power to the trustees ‘‘to let any hereditaments for the 
time being remaining unsold either from year to year or for any 
term of years at such rents and subject to such covenants and generally 
upon such terms and conditions as they should think fit, and to accept 
surrenders of leases and tenancies and generally to manage the said 
hereditaments in such manner as they should think fit as it they were 
absolute owners thereof.”” The summons asked whether the trustees were 
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entitled to sell the real and leasehold es ate of the testator in consideration 
in whole or in part of a fee-farm ren and whether they were likewise 
entitled to grant leases of the real and ‘easehold estate for 999 years or any 
lesser term they might think fit in consideration and whether in whole or 
in part of rent-charges or ground-rents. 

FarweE11, J., decided that they were so entitled.—Counsg1, Leigh Clare ; 
Sheldon ; T. Cyprian Williams. Soutcrrors, Burton, Yeates, § Hart. 


[Reported by J. F. Iszxix, Barrister-at-Law. | 





High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 
BENNETT (Appellant) v. HARDING (Respondent). Div. Court. 14th June. 


Merropotis—Pvusitic Hratto—Sanitary CoNvgENIENCES—PREMISES UsED 
as STABLES AND STABLE-YARD— WHETHER Svucu PREMISES ARE A ** WORK- 
PLACE ’’—Pustic Hzattu (Lonpon) Act, 1891 (54 & 55 Vicr. c. 76), 
8. 38. 


Case stated by Mr. Bros, metropolitan police magistrate, sitting at 
Clerkenwell police-court. The respondent was summoned to answer a 
complaint made by the appellant, who was a eanitary inspector for the 
Holborn District Board of Works, charging that the respondent, being the 
occupier or owner of certain premises situate in Ormond-yard, did on the 
1st of January, 1900, unlawfully fail to provide sufficient and suit- 
able accommodation in the way of sanitary conveniences for the persons 
employed in or in attendance at the premises, contrary to section 38 
of the Public Health (London) Act, 1891. The magistrate dismissed the 
complaint, but without costs. Section 38 of the Public Health (London) Act, 
1891, provides as follows: ‘‘ Every factory, workshop, and workplace, 
whether erected before or after the passing of this Act, shall be provided 
with sufficient and suitable accommodation in the way of sanitary con- 
veniences, regard being had to the number of persons employed in or in 
attendance at such building, &c.’’ ; (2) ‘‘ where 1t appears to a sanitary 
authority that this section is not complied with in the case of any factory, 
workshop, or workplace, the sanitary authority shall, by notice served on 
the owner or occupier of such factory, workshop, or workplace, require 
him to make the alterations and additions necessary to secure such com- 
pliance, and if the person served with such notice fails to comply therewith 
he shall be liable to a fine not exceeding twenty pounds, and to a fine not 
exceeding forty shillings for every day after conviction during which the 
non-compliance continues”; and by section 141, ‘‘the expression 
‘sanitary convenience’ includes urinals, water-closets, earth-closets, 
privies, and any similar conveniences.’”” At the hearing of the 
complaint the following facts were proved or admitted. That the 
premises consisted of ten stables and a stable-yard and were in the 
occupation of the respondent, who is a cab proprietor in a large 
way of business; that the respondent kept upon the premises 110 
horses and a large number of cabs, of which he was the owner; that he 
employed upon the premiees a number of men as horse-keepers and cab- 
cleaners for the purpose of attending to the horses and cabs; that the 
business of the respondent consisted in letting out the cabs and horses by 
the day to drivers; and that the cabdrivers were daily in attendance at 
the premises for the purpose of hiring the horses and cabs, changing 
horses, and returning horses and cabs after use; that the horse-keepers 
and cab-cleaners, when not at work, lived with their families in 
different rooms having sanitary conveniences, situate over different 
portions of the premises; that in the stables and stable-yard there 
was no accommodation in the way of sanitary conveniences for the 
horse-keepers and cab-cleaners employed therein; and that many 
complaints of the want of sanitary conveniences had been made to 
the appellant and the board. It was contended before the magistrate 
on behalf of the appellant (a) that the premises were a ‘‘ workplace’’ 
within the meaning of section 38 (1) of the Public Health (London) 
Act, 1891; and (4) that, as the respondent had, after receiving the 
notice required by section 38 (2) of the Act, failed to comply with, or to 
provide any accommodation in the way of sanitary conveniences at these 
premises for the use of persons employed in, or in attendance thereat, he 
was liable to the penalties provided by section 38 (2). On behalf of the 
respondent it was contended (a) that the premises were not a ‘‘ work- 
place ”’ within the meaning of the Act, and further (4) that if, contrary to 
the respondent’s contention, the premises were a *‘ workplace’’ within 
the meaning of the Act, then that the cabdrivers were not ‘‘ in attendance’”’ 
at the premises within the meaning of the Act. The magistrate dismissed 
the complaint, as he was of opinion that the premises were not a work- 
place ¢jusdem generis with factory, or workshop, and further that cab- 
drivers were only in attendance as customers, and there was no duty 
thrown upon the respondent to provide sanitary conveniences for them. 
The questions for the court were, first, whether the stables and stable- 
yard were a “ workplace” within the meaning of the Act; and, 
secondly, whether cabdrivers were persons in attendance at such building 
within the meaning of the Act. 

Tue Covet (GrantHam and CHannet, JJ.) allowed the appeal, and 
remitted the case to the magistrate with the intimation of their opinion 
that he ought to convict. 

GrantuamM, J.—In our judgment the magistrate was wrong in the con- 
clusion to which he came as to the meaning of the word ‘* workplace ”’ 
and those ‘‘in attendance” there. He has himself found the mode in 
which this business was conducted ; and he says that it consisted in letting 
out cabs and horses by the day, and that the cabdrivers were daily in 
attendance at the premises for the purpose of hiring horses and cabs, 
¢ ing the horses, and returning the horses and cabs after use. We all 
know t a business of this kind does not consist merely in a driver 
taking out one horee and one cab and not returning till night. The driver 











requires a change of horses, and so he comes back during the middle of 
the day and is uently waiting there. The magistrate was therefore 
right when he found that these cabdrivers were in attendance, but he was 
wrong in saying they were in attendance as customers, and therefore not 
in attendance within the meaning of this section. In our opinion they 
were in attendance within the meaning of the Act. In regard to the 
second question, whether this was a “ workplace’ or nof, I cannot 
imagine a term more suitable to describe these premises than a work. 
place. Oab-cleaners and horse-keepers come there and work there all day, 
and the work is all done within a limited area, and there is no reason 
for saying it must be a place ejusdem generis with factory or workshop. To 
my mind these premises were a workplace and the cabdrivers were in 
attendance there within the meaning of this Act. 

CHANNELL, J., concurred.—CounsEL, Courthorpe Munroe and W. Leese; 
Macmorran, Q.C., and Ellis J. Grifith. Soxrcrrors, Matthew Hale ; Marpole 
§ Marpole. 

(Reported by Sir Suzrsron Baker, Barrister-at-Law. | 


THE ATTORNEY-GENERAL v. PENRHYN AND ANOTHER. Div. 
Court. 25th June. 


Intanp Revenve—Estate Dury—Marriuce SrerrneMent—REvVERTER or 
Property To Disponern—Frnance Act, 1894 (57 & 58 Vicr. c. 30)— 
Frvance Act, 1896 (59 & 60 Vicr. c. 28), s. 15 (1). 


This was an information by the Attorney-General claiming estate 
duty in respect of property passing under a marriage settlement executed 
on the marriage of the Rev. O. J. Vaughan, late Dean of Llandaff, 
upon his death. The defendants, the trustees of the settlement, 
claimed that the trust funds were exempt from estate duty by virtue 
of section 15 (1) of the Finance Act, 1896. The facts are as follow: 
By an indenture dated the 1st of April, 1850, and made between the 
Rey. Charles John Vaughan of the first part, Oatherine Maria Stanley, 
spinster, of the second part, Catherine Stanley of the third part, and 
Edward Penrhyn, the Rev. Arthur Penrhyn Stanley, Edwyn Henry 
Vaughan, and David James Vaughan of the fourth part, being a settlement 
made previously to and in consideration of the marriage then agreed upon and 
shortly afterwards solemnized between the said Charles John Vaughan and 
Catherine Maria Stanley, (inter alia) the said Catherine Maria Stanley 
assigned to the parties thereto of the fourth part, as trustees, certain parts 
or shares to which she was entitled in remainder, subject to the life 
interest therein of her mother the said Catherine Stanley, of a sum of 
£10,500 3} per cent. bank annuities comprised in a settlement dated 
the 7th of May, 1810, and of the residuary estate of her father 
Edward, late Bishop of Norwich. And it was agreed and declared 
that the said trustees should stand P gp we of the premises so 
assigned to them from and after the solemnization of the said 
intended marriage upon the trust for investment (when the same should 
have fallen into possession) as therein mentioned. And it was agreed that 
the said trustees should pay the said Catherine Maria Stanley during the joint 
lives of herself and the said Charles John Vaughan the yearly sum of £100 
for her use without power of anticipation, and should pay the residue of 
the income of the trust premises to the said Charles John Vaughan during 
his life, and from and after the decease of either of them the said 
Charles John Vaughan and Catherine Maria Stanley should pay the whole 
income of the trust premises to the survivor of them during his or her life, 
and from and after the death of the survivor of them the capital of the 
investments representing the parts or shares so assigned by the said 
Catherine Maria Stanley as aforesaid was to be held upon trust for the 
children or remoter issue of the said then intended marriage as the said 
Charles John Vaughan and Catherine Maria Stanley should by deed 
jointly or as the survivor of them should by deed or will appoint, 
and in default of appointment upon trust for all the children of 
the said marriage who being sons should attain twenty-one, or being 
daughters should attain that age or marry, in equal shares, with 
usual powers of maintenance and advancement, but if tnere should be no 
child of the said marriage who should live to attain a vested interest in the 
trust premises, then, subject as aforesaid, the parts or shares so assigned 
by the said Catherine Maria Stanley of the said £10,500 3} per cent. bank 
annuities and of the said residuary estate, and the investments thereof, 
were to be held in trust for the said Catherine Maria Stanley (if she should 
survive the said Charles John Vaughan), her executors, administrators, and 
assigns. The said Catherine Stanley died in the lifetime of the said Charles 
John Vaughan and Catherine Maria Vaughan. The parts or shares 60 
assigned as aforesaid fell into possession and were received by the trustees 
of the said settlement and invested. By an indenture dated the 25th of 
January, 1882, the defendants were appointed to be trustees of the said 
settlement of the lst of April, 1850, in place of the original trustees other 
than the Rev, David James Vaughan, and the trust funds were vested 
in the defendants and the Rev. David James Vaughan accordingly. 
By indenture dated the 24th of November, 1897, the Rev. David 
James Vaughan was discharged from the trusts of the said settlement. 
The said Charles John Vaughan, afterwards Dean of Llandaff, died on the 
15th of October, 1897, in the lifetime of the said Catherine Maria Vaughan. 
There was no issue of the said m . The said Catherine Maria 
Vaughan has since died. On the 17th of October, 1899, the defendants, 
as trustees of the said settlement of the lst of April, 1850, rendered an account 
to the Commissioners of Inland Revenue of the trust funds settled by the 
said Catherine Maria Vaughan, and to which she became absolutely 
entitled on the death of her husband, amounting to £19,228 16s. 6d. in 
value, and estate duty with interest thereon was assessed at £1,005 12s. 3d., 
the rate being arrived at by aggregating the sum of £19,228 16s. 6d. with 
the aggregate property passing on the death of the said Charles John 
Vaughan. After such assessment the defendants, however, raised the con- 
tention that the duty was not payable, on the ground that section 15 (1) 
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of the Finance Act, 1896, exempted the property which reverted to the 
said Catherine Maria Vaughan from estate duty on the death of her 
husband. The Crown, upon the death of the said Charles John Vaughan, 
claimed that estate duty became payable under the provisions of the 
Finance Act, 1894, upon the principal value to be ascertained, as in the said 
Act provided, of all the property settled by the said Catherine Maria Vaughan 
by the said indenture of the Ist of April, 1850, as property passing on the 
death of the said Charles John Vaughan within the meaning of the said Act. 
Section 15 (1) of the Finance Act, 1896, provides as follows: ‘‘ Where by 
a disposition of any property an interest is conferred on any person other 
than the disponer for the life of such person or determinable on his death, 
and such person enters into possession of the interest and thenceforward 
retains possession thereof to the entire exclusion of the disponer, or of any 
benefit to him by contract or otherwise, and the only benefit which the 
disponer retains in the said property is subject to such life or determinable 
interest, and no other interest is created by the said disposition, then on 
the death of such person after the commencement of this part of the Act ’’ 
(the 1st of July, 1896), ‘‘ the property shall not be deemed for the purpose 
of the principal Act to pass by reason only of its reverter to the dieponer in 
his lifetime.’’ 

Tue Court (GrantHaM and Puxitumore, JJ., who were of different 
opinion) ordered judgment to be entered for the Crown. 

Puitimorz, J., who gave his judgment first, said, in doing so, that he 
was of opinion that the property was exempt from the payment of duty 
by virtue of section 15 (1) of the Finance Act, 1896, and he therefore 
thought that judgment should be entered in favour of the respondents. 
The only property in which an interest was conferred by the wife — 
her husband was such property as was free and unencumbered ; no other 
interest was created as there was never any person to receive any other 
interest ; no children had been born of the marriage and therefore there 
had been no “interest created,’’ within the meaning of the Act, in favour 
of such children. 

GranTHAM, J., in giving his judgment, was of opinion that Mrs. 
Vaughan was not entitled to the benefit of the provision in section 15 (1), 
because the payment of £100 per annum to herself was not subject at all 
to her husband’s interest. As regards the other point—namely, that 
raised upon the words in section 15 (1) ‘‘and no other interest is created 
by the said disposition,’’ he was of opinion that they must be taken to 
refer to an interest created at the date of the settlement. A very 
important interest had been created by the settlement—viz., that in favour 
of children by the marriage. It was true there had been no children, but 
it could not be said that no other interest than that of her husband’s 
had been created by the settlement. Judgment for the Crown.—CounskzL, 
Sir R. B. Finlay, A.G., and Vaughan Hawkins; Haldane, Q.C., and 
Rashleigh. Soxtcrrors, Solicitor for Inland Revenue ; Tathams § Pym. 


[Reported by E. G. Stiztwett, Barrister-at-Law. ] 





Winding-up Cases. 
Re HADLEIGH CASTLE GOLD MINES (LIM.). Cozens-Hardy, J., 
for Wright, J. 14th, 15th and 26th June. 


Company—Winpinc up—RegsoLuTion ror Votuntary WINDING vP— 
Powers OF CnarnMan—OoMmAnigs Act, 1862 (25 & 26 Vicr. c. 89), s. 51. 


Petition for a compulsory winding up by fully-paid shareholders. An 
extraordinary resolution to wind up the company voluntarily had been 
passed at a meeting held on the 3lst of January. The proc at the 
meeting were disorderly, and there was much conflict of evidence both on 
the question whether the resolution was properly carried, and whether a 
poll wasdemanded. The petition alleged that the extraordinary resolution 
had not been passed by the requisite majority, and that there were matters 
in the conduct of the company which required investigation and could not 
be properly investigated in a voluntary winding up. The company replied 
that the chairman’s declaration was declared by section 51 of the Uom- 
panies Act, 1862, to be ‘* conclusive,’”’ and that all the cases on the subject 
shewed that it was not possible to go behind that decision unless either 
(1) the person making the declaration was not qualified to do so, or (2) his 
bond fides was impeached. As regards the matters requiring investigation, 
the aap weep could apply in the voluntary winding up under section 138 
of the Act of 1862. The court reserved judgment. 

June 26.—Cozzns-Harpy, J., after deciding that the extraordinary 
resolution had been duly proposed at a me pd convened meeting of the 
company, that the chairman had declared the resolution to be carried, 
and that no poll had been demanded, proceeded as follows: The petitioners 
ask for a compulsory order (1) on the ground that the extraordinsry 
resolution was not passed by the requisite majority, the chairman’s 
declaration having been founded upon a mistake, and (2) on the ground 
that there are charges against the tors and promoters which it would 
be better to investigate by means of a compulsory order. The first point 
raises a serious question under section 51 of the Companies Act, 1862, 
whether after the declaration of the chairman it is competent for the 
court to receive evidence to impeach that declaration. Treating the 
matter apart from authority, it seems to me that this question must 
be answered in the negative. Section 51 enacts that ‘* unless a poll is 
demanded by at least five members a declaration of the chairman that the 
resolution has been carried shall be deemed conclusive evidence of the fact 
without proof of the number or proportion of the votes recorded in favour 
of or against the same.’’ ‘‘ Conclusive’’ seems to me to be a clear word. 
The Act contains several forms of lan . By section 67, a minute signed 


entry to that effect in the book of the proceedings of the company “ shall 
be sufficient evidence of the fact without proof of the number or proportion 
of the votes recorded in favour of or against such resolution.” I cannot 
regard ‘‘ conclusive ” as equivalent to “ sufficient.” I think the Legis- 
lature intended in the case of a special or extraordinary resolution that the 
chairman’s declaration should be conclusive unless challenged by means 
of a poll demanded by five members. This view, however, is directly 
contrary to that expressed by Kekewich, J.,in Young v. South African 
Syndicate (44 W. R. 509; 1896, 2 Ch. 268). He says with reference to 
section 51, at p. 275: “The reasonable construction of that clause seems 
to me to be that you are not bound to prove either the number or 
proportion of the votes, but that without more the declaration of the 
chairman is to be accepted as conclusive evidence without that proof, not 
that it shall be accepted as conclusive if there is proof that the number or 
proportion of votes is inst the declaration. If there is proof forth- 
coming that the declaration is inconsistent with the real facts, I do not 
think that the word ‘conclusive’ goes so far as to exclude that evidence, 
for otherwise it would open the door to gross mistake, if not to 
fraud.”” I have felt considerable doubt whether I am at liberty 
to follow my own view, but I think, for the reasons which I 
am about to state, I can do so. Mr. Justice Kekewich was 
under the impression, as stated at p. 274, that the point arose before 
him for the first time. His attention was not called to the case of Re Gold 
Co. (27 W. BR. 341, 11 Ch. D. 701; more fully reported 48 
L. J. Ch. N. 8. 281). In that case only seventeen shareholders were 
present. Eleven voted for the ex resolution to wind up 
voluntarily, two against it, and four did not vote atall. No poll was 
demanded and the chairman declared the resolution to be carried. 
It seems plain that this wasa mistake, for there was not the requisite 
three-fourths majority. Vice-Chancellor Malins treated the voluntary 
winding up as valid, but nevertheless made a compulsory order. 
In the Court of Ap this order was reversed. It appears from the Law 
Journal report, p. 286, that counsel for the respondents (petitioner) were 
about to argue that the voluntary winding up was irregular, and that the 
wishes of the shareholders were not Lm ro | ascertained, upon which James, 
L.J., remarked, ‘* Asno poll was dsmanded, the raling of the chairman is by 
section 51 made conclusive. You cannot go into that now.” This 
apparently was the decision of the whole court. The court disc 
the order of Malins, V.C., and recognized that the voluntary 
up could not be impeached. This decision was not brought to 
the notice of Kekewich, J., and under the circumstances I think 
myself at liberty to disregard his decision and to follow my own 
view. The reeult is that I must treat the winding up as valid and not 
capable of being impeached. I may add that this result seems to me to be 
eminently convenient, for the present case furnishes a remarkable illustra- 
tion of the extreme difficulty of ascertaining precisely what took place at a 
noisy meeting of shareholders. No two witnesses agree. It is perhaps 
right that I should observe that Vaughan Williams, J., in Re Bidwell 
Brothers (41 W. R. 363 ; 1893, 1 Ch. 603), and Chitty, J., and the Court of 
Ap in Ernest v. Loma Gold Mines (Limited) (45 W. RB. 45, 86; 
1896, 2 Oh. 572; 1897, 1 Ch. 1) considered whether a chairman had 
proceeded upon correct principles, but the point was not teken that a 
chairman’s declaration is made conclusive, and the attention of the court 
was not called to the authorities. I cannot regard either of those caves as 
decisions adverse to the view which I have expressed. On the second point 
I feel no difficulty in saying that the petitioners have not established any 
case. The decision of the Oourt of Appeal in the Gold Co. case is 
itself a strong illustration of the doctrine that the court will not, under 
ordinary circumstances, mike a winding-up order after a voluntary 
winding up at the instance of shareholders. Such rights as they may have 
inst directors or promoters can be enforced by means of an application 
under section 138. Tenover, I see no reason to doubt that the liquidator 
will do his duty. The result is that I must dismiss tne petition, and 
dismiss it with costs.—CounseL, Younger, Q.C., and Maugham ; Bee, QC., 
and G. Cave; E. Ford; W. H. Cozons-Hardy. Souicrrons, Gibbs, White, ¢ 
Strong, for J. Moxon, Newport ; Rose-Innes, Son, § Crick ; Cowrtenay, Croome, 
Son, & Finch. 
(Reported by J. F. Iseuin, Barrister-at-Law. | 





Solicitors’ Cases. 
BADHAM v. WILLIAMS. Kekewich, J. 22nd June. 


SoLic1roR—PaRTNERSHIP—DIssoLuTiIon —AGresment Nor tro Transact 
Busuvess with “ Ostcinat Oxrents ’’—Lysuncrion. 

Tbis was a motion for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
transacting business with any who were “ ori clients” of the 
plaintiff. The plaintiff and defendant, who were solicitors, entered into 
partnership on the 22nd of July, 1880. Clause 7 of the articles of tner- 
ship was as follows: “‘ Either party is at liberty to transact any business 
in his own name, if he wishes to do aa also to oe ae 4 business for 
any private friends or poor persons out charge, he in such case paying 
all’ affice pene yt Ee expenses.’’ Clause 8 was as follows: ‘* Either 
party is to be at liberty to terminate the agreement by three months’ 
notice in writing, and in such case neither is to transact any business for 
or in any way attempt to influence business with any persons who were 
original clients of the other.” The question was whether “ original 
clients’’ meant only the clients of each er at the date of the partner- 
ship agreement or included also the clients introduced by each partner 
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did not think that he ought to limit the term to that. The partnership 
might have gone on for many years and it would be a harsh construction 
to limit the expression to clients in 1880. But there was no point of time 
at which clients of the firm could be said to be clients of any particular 
partner and therefore the expression could not be extended so as to include 
clients introduced by each partner. Clause 7 of the agreement seemed to 
throw some light on the meaning of the words, which his lordship held to 
mean the clients of each partner at the date of the agreement and also all 
clients who became such under clause 7 of the agreement. His lordship 
thought he ought not to extend the meaning of the words further than 
that.—CovunseL, Renshaw, Q.C., and Stewart Smith ; Warrington, Q.0., and 
Ashworth James. Soutcrrors, Goldring & Philips ; Davidson § Morriss. 
[Reported by 8. E, Wi1114ms, Barrister-at-Law. } 


SOLICITORS ORDERED TO BE STRUCK OFF THE ROLL. 


21 June.—Freperick Wituram Barrey (63, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, London, 
and Leatherhead). 


21 June.— Artuvr Waits Movtpine (53, Lord-street, Liverpool). 
SOLICITOR ORDERED TO BE SUSPENDED. 


21 June.—Percy Kent Ganuick (9, St. James’s-row, Sheffield), suspended 
for two years. 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orpers or Court. 


Wednesday, the 20th day of June, 1900. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 


SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Cozens-Harpy (1900—V.—No. 411). 


In the Matter of Vidal Fixed Aniline Dyes (Limited) Edwin John Martin 
v Vidal Fixed Aniline Dyes (Limited), Joseph Browne Martin, Charles 
Maynard-OQwen, John Alexander Fraser, and Fearnley Wells Owen 


Mr. Justice Stratixe (1900—V.—No. 398). 


In the Matter of Vidal Fixed Aniline Dyes (Limited) Charles Maynard- 
Owen, John Alexander Fraser, and Fearnley Owen Wells v Vidal Fixed 
Aniline Dyes (Limited) Hatszvry, C. 


Thursday, the 21st day of June, 1900. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Earl of Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do nereby order that the action mentioned in the Schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Wright. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Stretixc (1900—K.—No. 466). 
Limited) Kemp Welch v The 
Haussrey, C. 


In the matter of the Kensington Stores 
Kensington Stores (Limited 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
CALLS TO THE BAR. 


The following gentlemen were on Wednesday called to the bar: 

Lixcoin’s-tnn.—Alfred F. Topham, Queens’ Coll., Camb, LL.M, 
studentship C.L.E., Trinity, 1898, Whewell Scholar, 1897, Chancellor’s 
Legal Medallist, 1899, Director of Legal Studies at Queens’ College ; 
Bavamia Abamia Shaikh ; Adams R. W. Atkins; Robert Henderson, jun., 
Oriel Coll , Oxford, B.A.; Percy H. B. Kent, C.C.C., Oxford, BA.; 
Cyril A. L. Lewis, B.A. ; Frank G. Smith, Trin. Coll. Camb., M.A., and 
Edinburgh Univ., M.A.; John Bennett, New Coll., Oxford: Abdul 
Ghafar Pirzada; Hervey R. A. Crowther-Nicol; Cuthbert B. Camm, 
Keble Coll., Oxford; Lal Chand Merah; James A. Davies, New Coll., 
Oxford, MA.; Harry P. Sewell, Magdalen Coll., Oxford, B.A.; and 
Henry H. Phear, Caius Coll., Camb. 


Inszz Tzmpte.—Thomas A. Levi, B.A., Oxford, Certificate of Honour, 
Trinity Term, 1900; Alfred E. Hippisley; Herbert Walton; Arthur C. 
Gates, B.A., Oxford; Richatd J. F. Danford Thomas, M.A., Oxford; 
William M. Powell, M.A., Camb. : Edward H. Chapman, B.A., Oxford ; 
Alfred L. A. Thomson, B.A., LL.B, Camb.; William D. Mathias, B.A., 
Oxford; Robert A. Wright, M.A., Camb.; Oharles G. Davison, B.A., 
Camb.; Alexander F. Part, B.A., Camb.; George M. Bennett, B.A., 
LL.B., Camb. ; Jobn H. Harris, B.A., Oxford; Sydney Phillips, B.A., 
London; William A. Russell, B.A., LL.B., Camb.; Jehanghir Duisha 
Davar; Charles H. Wise, M.A., Royal Univ. of Ireland; Morris 
Alexander, B.A., LL.B., Camb.; Ivon Grindley-Ferris, B.A., LL B., 


Camb. ; and Godfrey W. M. Baker, B.A., Oxford. 


Mipptze Temrte.—Joshua Scholefield, Certificate of Honour, O.L.E. ; 
Thomas Francis Molony, ©.C , Ireland, B.A., LL.B., Dublin Univ., first 
class Common and Criminal Law, Middle Temple Scholarship; Edmund 
Marshall, of the Berar Commision, India; Townsend W. Shaw, late 
Surgeon Captain 1.M.8., B.A., Trin. Coll., Dublin, scholar and exhibi- 





tioner; Jacob W. Barth, M.A., Wadham Ooll., Oxford; Frederick J, 
Willis, Moseley Scholar, Royal Exhibitioner; J. J. Powell, Common Law 
Prizeman; William Stocken; Donald R. Chalmers-Hunt, Trin. Ooll., 
Oxford, B.A., B.O.L. ; Ernest Lesser ; George O. Whiteley, B.A., King’s 
‘Coll., Camb. ; Bakhshi Sain Das Sethy, Punjab Univ., India; Milkhi Ram 
Chondhry, Punj. Univ. ; William Sellers, M.D., Lond. Univ.; Percy U, 
Fischer, Trin. Hall, Camb., B.A., LL.B.; Henry A. G. Bohn; Harsukh 
Rai, Camb. Univ.; William C. Henderson. Trin. Coll., Camb., and 
Glasgow Univ., M.A., B.Sc. ; and Cecil W. Lilley. 


Gray’s-1nn.—Louis R. O. Bevan, B.A., LL.B., Camb. (First Class in 
Parts I. and II. of the Law Tripos), some time scholar of Trin. Hall, 
Camb., M.A., and Diver Scholar, Melbourne Univ. ; William B. Dalley, of 
Sydney, N.S.W.; Owen G. Morris; Surjan Singh, Edin. Univ.; Sundar 
Dass Pasricha; Gura Das Nanda; Cullyanji Murarji Thacker; Raghubar 
Day4l; Laxmidap Rowji Sapat; Seth P. Lewis-Jones ; Jotindra Nath 
Bonnerjee ; Walter G. Lord, LL.B. (1st Div.), Victoria University, Assoc, 
and Tyrer Prizeman (1899), Univ. Coll., Liverpool, Arden Scholar (1900), 
Gray’s-inn; Carleton 8S. Smith; Richard E. Phipps; John O. E. 
Douglas, B.A., Merton Coll., Oxford ; and Jaishi Ram Hakim. 


LAW SOCIETIES. 
GENERAL COUNCIL OF THE BAR. 


At a meeting of the council held on Monday, the 25th of June last, Mr, 
Joseph Walton, Q.0., was appointed chairman, Mr. C. M. Warmington, 
Q.C., vice-chairman, and Mr. Wolstenholme treasurer for the ensuing 
year; the following gentlemen were appointed additional members 
of the council: Mr. C. A. Cripps, Q.C., M.P., the Right Hon. H. H. 
Asquith, Q.C., M.P., Messrs. J. Alderson Foote, Q.0., C. F. Gill, Q.0., 
P. 8. Gregory, H. 8. Stephen. 


INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 


The annual general meeting of the members of this society will be held 
at the society’s hall on Friday, the 13th of July, 1900, at 2 p.m. 

The following are the provisions of bye-law 15 as to the business to be 
transacted at an annual general meeting—namely : 

‘*The business of an annual general meeting shall be the election of 
president, vice-president, and members of Council, as directed by the 
charter, and also the election of auditors; the reception of the accounts 
submitted by the auditors for approval, the reception of the annual report 
of the Council, and the disposal of business introduced by the Council, and 
of any other matter which may consistently with the charter and bye-laws 
be introduced at such meeting.” 

The report of the committee appointed at the special general meeting, 
held on the 27th of April last, to inquire into the best means of protecting 
the profession and the public against such malpractices as have been 
disclosed in certain recent cases, and which report has already been 
circulated, will be formally presented. 

On the other side will be found the names of the candidates nominated 
to fill the twelve vacancies in the Council, and in the offices of president, 
vice-president, and auditors, with the names and addresses of their 
nomuinators. 

The following are the names of the members of the Council who go out 
of office by rotation, all of whom have been nominated for re-election— 
viz: Mr. OC. M. Barker, Mr. J. W. Budd, Mr. R. Ellett, The Right Hon. 
Sir H. H. Fowler, M.P., G.C.S.I., Mr. W. H. Gray, Mr. J. Hunter, Mr. 
H. Manisty, Mr. Thos. Marshall, Mr. F. P. Morrell, Mr. T. Rawle. 

Notice has been given of the following resolutions to be moved at the 
meeting : 

Mr. A. H. Hastie will move: ‘‘ That the Council are directed to give 
the shortest possible notice to the Law Olub to quit the premises of the 
society, and forthwith to make such arrangements for supplying refresh- 
ments to the general body of the members as may be deemed most 
convenient.”’ 

Mr. Cuantes Forp will move: “That this society, whilst recognizing 
the services of the governing body in proceeding against members of the 
profession who practise without their annual certificates, and also in 
relation to its Discipline Committee, nevertheless warns the Council that it 
will not retain the confidence of the profession and the public unless the 
Council deals vigorously with that grosser class of offence with which the 
pames of highly-placed professional men have unhappily lately been 
associated.”’ 

Mr. W. P. Purtimore will move: ‘* That having regard to the great 
increase in membership of the Incorporated Law Society, it is desirable 
that the present mode of election to the Council be modified by dividing 
this society into as many equal electoral divisions as there are members 
of the Council, and the Council is hereby requested {0 prepare a suitable 
scheme upon that basis, and to submit the same to a special general 
meeting of the society to be held this day three weeks.’’ 

Mr. Watrzr Dowson will move: ‘‘ That the following new bye-law be 
and the same is hereby adopted as one of the bye-laws of the society : 
** * No member of the society shall be eligible for election or re-election to 
the Council who has attained the age of seventy years.’ ”’ 

Mr. Onantes Forp will move: *‘ That in the opinion of this society all 
the offices of the High Court of Justice ought to be open for the ordinary 
transaction of business during the whole of the Long Vacation, and this 
quite apart from any shortening of such Vacation, so urgently needed in 
the interests of the due administration of justice.’’ 

£. W. Wiiu1amson, Secretary. 
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List or Mempers or Tue Socrery Nomivarep as Canprpares To Frnt THE Twetve Vacanctes IN THE CovuNcIL. 








The Candidates whose Names are marked thus (*) go out of Office by rotation. 
















Name of Candidate. } Address. Names of Nominators. Address. 


A. Collyer-Bristow... 4, Bedford-row, W.O. 
Rowcliffe ... we .. | 1, Bedford-row, W.O. 
Mathews, J.P. ... eS Birmingham. 










































26, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.C. 
14, Castle-street, Liverpool. 
County Hall, Oxford. 


*Thomas Marshall ... vei -- | 8, Albion-place, Leeds... < f= Ee 


A. 
|( W. 
*Charles Mylne Barker ins 15, Bedford-row, W.C. re | | C. E. 
| 1 F. J. Munby _... ioe .. | York. 
| ‘J. E. Gray Hill . «ee | 10. Water-street, Liverpool. 
| ;( John Hunter ... se ... | 9, New-square, Lincoln’ s-inn 
*John Wreford Budd | 24, Austin Friars, E.C. . |. T. W. Bischoff .. a 4 Great Winchester-street, E.C. 
| 
| ( W. D. Freshfield ‘an ... | 81, Old Jewry, E.C. 
|-J.F.Lamb ...... _... | 14, John Dalton-street, Manchester. 
(3. A. Grundy... jai ... | 14, John Dalton-street, Manchester. 
| J. 8. Rubinstein si my * "Raymond- -buildings, W.C. 
A. Rhys Roberts sok ... | 18, Walbrook, E.C. 
Harvey Clifton | 4, New-court, Lincoln’s-inn... |¢ a 5 +e a he 60, Ohanoe “lane, W Drighton. 
| E. J. Trustram a ... | 61, Cheapside, E.C. 
F.H.Candy,J.P. ...  ... | 91, High-street, Southampton. 
| Walter M. Willcocks .. <a 218, Strand, W.C. 
l Louis Meaden ... Bed «- | 13, Prince Albert-street, Brighton. 
T. J. Pitfield .. oe ooo | Bp Gray’ s-inn-square, W.C. 
Grantham Robert Dodd | 54, New Broad-street, E.C. 2 Fe _ Purkis ...—... 1. ls cing 0. 
| E.8.Spyer_... mn ... | 58, New Broad-street, E.C. 
7 Samuel’ iehens cod .. | 46, Parliament-street, S.W. 
John Bryan oie - Gloucester. 
*Robert Ellett... | Cirencester . (President Gloucestershire 
| “| and Wiltshire Incorporated 
| Law Society) 
™ wry f Hartley Fowler, M.P., | 9, Clement’s-lane, London oan { Terodase Teetegeed” wee > Copthall: a yo a - 
¥ |{ Edwin Freshfield ...  ... | 31, Old Jewry, E.C. 
William Howard Gray oes ..» | Ormond House, 63, Queen Vic- { ge F. Turner... .. | 101, Leadenhall-street, E.O. 
toria-street, E C \e . Manisty ... pe ... | 1, Howard-street, Strand, W.. (President). 
Henry Edward Gribble .. ... | 38, Bedford-row, W.O. R. Eilett ci su ts sa Cirencester Nhe - President). 
| 4 OC. H. Morton ... ae Bo 18, Cook-street, , Liverpool. 
* | : ref es onc ds, 
Jobm Hunter... | 8, Now-aquare, Lincoln’sinn . |{ & 47" na:” "| $f Remusatoets Strand, W-0. 
*Henry Manisty i ree .-- | 1, Howard-street, Strand, W.C. [or a 5 | > dag coer, eee roneeen 
oa 
































x , jz. M. Davenport ray, 
Frederick Parker Morrell ... _... | Oxford W. Melmoth Walters.. ... | 9, New-equare, Lincoln’s-inn, W.C. 
(D. H. Witherington =e Reading. 
(H. Manisty ve ove | 1, Howard-street, Strand, W.C. (President). 
R. Ellett .. | Cirencester ( Vice-President). 
Thomas Marshall . | 8, Albion-place, Leeds. 
| 
Frank Rowley Parker ess --- | 12, New - court, Carey - street, ag ~ ey + — vem -street, Liverpool. 
London, W.0, aad 9, 9, Bridge- { A. Goring Pritchard .. ... | 9, Bridge-street, Westminster. 
Edward Orford Smith... od Council Houre, Birmingham. 
Samuel G. Johnson ... ... | Guildhall, Nottingham. 
Wm. Henry Talbot... ... | Manchester. 
\E. Laverack .. al ... | Hull (Zown ae. . , 
* ‘ (J. E. Gray Hill. ae ... | 10, Water-street, Liverpool. 
Thomas Rawle en sn ... | 1, Bedford-row, W.C.... + || Henry Attlee ... “a "| 40! Billiter-square, E.C. 








List or Mempers or THE Oouncrt Proposep as Prestpent AND VICE-PRESIDENT OF THE Socrery. 








Robert Ellett (as President) ... | Cirencester ... vo ly { Scmuet a ee ee Hy —— an e - ; 
Sir Henry Hartley Fowler, M.P., | 9, Clements - lane, Relies (G . H. K. Fisher i ws 24, Essex-street, Strand, W. C. 
G.C.S.I. (as Vice-President) | street, E.C \ Samuel J. Daw.. ne ... . 85, Lincoln’s-iun-fields, W.O. 





List or Persons Proposep as Avuprrors or THE Socrery. 






John 8. Chappelow, F.C.A. wa 10, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, W.O. ... | otf Ra Se _ tS eed oo —_ W.C. 
Al | oi M. J. Greener ... wy ... | 85, Gresham- street, E.O. 
exander Neale... wd vee | 7, Poultry, E.C. - |. W.J.B. Tippetts _. | Il’ Maiden-lane, F.C. ‘i 
i , { J. 8. Beale ee age 28, Gt. George-street, 8. W. 
George Arthur Fisher... ... | 24, Essex-street, Strand, W.C.... \E. A. Bonnor-Maurice 46, Pustiamans. street, S.W 

















LEGAL NEWS. | Mr. Leron Otare, barrister, M.P., has been elected a Bencher of the 
APPOINTMENTS | Inner Temple, in succession to the late Sir John Bridge. 
Mr. Grorce Warr, Mr. Crartes Krxcarp Mackenzie, and Mr. Joun 





Mr. Wri11am Merton Goopman, Attorney-General of Hong Kong, and | Wuson, advocater, have been appointed Queen’s Counsel in Scotland. 
Mr. Henry Epwarp Pox.ock, barrister-at-law, have been appointed to | — 






be two of Her Majesty’s Counsel for Hong Kong. CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIP. 
Mr. Dovetas Meroarn, barrister, has been appointed a Revising Barrister | DissoLvuTions. 
on the Western Circuit. Wriuram Francis Barrett, Tuomas Lewis Wriexrnsox, and James 






' Mr. Gronox Berreswortn Procort, barrister, has been appointed Acting | Wru11am Ret, solicitors (Barrell, Wilkinson, & Reid), Crosby House, 36 
Assistant Judge at Zanzibar. Mr. Piggott has been for years chief | and 37, Great Saint Helen’ s, London, E.0. June 23. 
judicial officer of the British Central Africa Protectorate. (Gazette, June 22. 
































578 ; 


THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 


June 30. 1900. 








Horace Craupe Victor Bretzy and Joun Kenrick We sy, solicitors 
(Bielby & Welby), Liverpool. June 25. [ Gazette, June 26. 





INFORMATION REQUIRED. 


Henry Cuaries Barnewatt, deceased, late of 24, Priory-road, Kilburn, 
N.W.—Any person who can give information leading to the discovery of 
a Will made by the above-mentioned deceased, who died on the 6th of 
June, 1900, is requested to communicate with the undersigned on or before 
the 7th prox. Dated this 27th day of June, 1900. Gadsden & Treherne, 
28, Bedford-row, W.C., solicitors. 


Lost, Original Settlement, dated on or about the Ist of May, 1879, 
made on the marriage of the Reverend Lewis Arthur Smith and Miss Edith 
Fairbanks, and prepared by William Bristow, solicitor, Greenwich, and 
believed to have been at one time in the custody of the late George Smith, 
of Westwood-field, Lawrie-park-gardens, Sydenham, formerly of West- 
bank, Lewisham, 8.E., who died on the 9th of August, 1898. Anyone 
giving to the undersigned information leading to the discovery of the said 
settlement, or any authentic draft or copy thereof, will be rewarded. 
Beachcroft, Thompson, & Co., 9, Theobald’s-road, London, W.C. 





GENERAL. 


The Royal Assent was given on the 25th inst. to (among other Bills) the 
Public Health (Ireland) Act and the Uganda Railway Act. 


Lord Grimthorpe has resigned the position of Chancellor and Vicar- 
General of the Diocese of York, which he has held since 1877. 


It is announced that the 19th conference of the International Law 
Association will be held at Rouen on Monday, the 20th of August, and 
following days. The conference will be presided over by the Hon. Judge 
Baldwin, of the Supreme Court of Errors, Connecticut, U.S.A. 


It is announced that a receiving order was made on Wednesday by Mr. 
Registrar Brougham against Mr. Benjamin Greene Lake, solicitor, late of 
10, New-square, Lincoln’s-inn, of the firm of Lake & Lake. The act of 
bankruptcy alleged was non-compliance with the requirements of a bank- 
ruptcy notice. : 

By permission of the treasurer, Mr. Kemp, Q.C., and the benchers of 
the Middle Temple, a banquet will be given on behalf of the English 
bench and bar, under the presidency of the Lord Chancellor, to representa- 
tives of the bench and bar of the United States in the Middle Temple Hall 
on Friday evening, the 27th of July next. 


At the Bow-street police-court, on Friday in last week, Charles Hof, a 
German subject, was charged with unlawfully pretending to be a solicitor. 
Mr. C. O. Humphreys appeared on behalf of the Incorporated Law Society, 
and Mr. Safford defended. The defendant pleaded ‘‘ Guilty.” Mr. 
Humphreys handed to the magistrate a letter written by the defendant, in 
which he described himself as a solicitor. Mr. Safford said the letter was 
written to oblige a friend. A fine of £3 3s., with £3 3s. costs, was 
imposed. 

While Judge Gary of Chicago, was, says the Central Law Journal, trying 
@ case recently, he was disturbed by a young man who kept moving about 
in the rear of the room lifting chairs and looking under things. ‘* Young 
man,”’ Judge Gary called out, ‘“‘ you are making a great deal of unneces- 
sary noise. What are you about?” ‘‘ Your honour,” replied the young 
man, ‘* I have lost my overcoat and am trying to find it.”” ‘* Well,’’ said 
the venerable jurist, ‘‘ people often lose whole suits here without making 
all that disturbance.’’ 


A nephew of ex-President Steyn is, says the Daily News, the object of 
much polite curiosity at the Middle Temple. He is a student of that 
cosmopolitan inn, and some months ago he disappeared from the ken of 
his fellow-students. The other day he returned to resume the solemn 
duty of dining in hall. It is supposed that he has employed the interval 
in fighting under the banner of Uncle Steyn, but nobody is rude enough to 
question him, and his quiet, gentle manner, would justify the idea that he 
had been visiting a maiden aunt. In any case, his reappearance at the 
Middle Temple illustrates the fact that the Boer character, like the Anglo- 
Saxon, is highly practical. 

The members of the South-Eastern Circuit entertained Lord Alverstone 
and Sir R. Finlay, Q.C., M.P., atacomplimentary dinner at the Trocadero 
Restaurant last Saturday evening in celebration of their recent appoint- 
ments. Mr. Inderwick, Q.C., presided in the absence of the leader of the 
circuit, Mr. Cohen, Q.C., and among those present were’ Lord Justice 
A. L. Smith, Mr. Justice Mathew, Mr. Justice Grantham, Sir Forrest 
Fulton, Q.C. (Recorder of London), Judge Lumley Smith, Q C., Jud 
Wightman Wood, Judge Snagge, Mr. Verey and Mr. E. Pollock (Official 
Referees), Mr. Cluer and Mr. Cecil Chapman (metropolitan police magis- 
trates), and many members of the bar. 


At the Worcester Assizes, on Saturday in last week (says the Times), 
Arthur Johnson was indicted fcr attempting to commit a rape. At the 
close of the case for the Crown, and after hearing some evidence for the 
defence, the foreman of the jury said they had made up their minds to 
return a verdict of “‘ Guilty.’ Mr. Justice Day said: It is contrary to all 
ideas of English justice to condemn a man without hearing him or his 
counsel. Mr. Vachell (for the defence) then called the prisoner, and 
addressed the jury at some length. After this, one of the jury said the 
foreman when he spoke “‘ acted under a misapprehension.”” Mr. Justice 
Day asked the jury whether they wished him to sum up the case. They con- 
sulted together, but were unable to make up their minds. Mr. Justice Day 
then summed up, and said that the evidence of the girl was absolutely 
untruthful oad without a tittle of corroboration. e was astonished 














that the jury did not see this. It was not usual for twelve reasonable 
men to act on untruthful evidence and find a person guilty upon it, 
Of course, the jury could do it if they liked, but the responsibility would 
be theirs. The jury consulted for some time, but were unable to agree, 
Mr. Justice Day said they had better retire that another case might be 
roceeded with. The jury accordingly retired, and on their return after a 
ong interval, said they found the prisoner guilty. Mr. Justice Day 
released the prisoner on his own recognizances to come up for judgment 
if called upon, adding, that in the meantime he should communicate with 
the Home Secretary. His lordship disallowed the costs of the prosecution, 
and when asked to reconsider the matter said: “‘No; I shall take every 
step in my power to get the verdict in this case set aside. 








COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF JUDICATURE. 


Rota or Reaistrars 1 ATTENDANCE ON 


Date. AppEsaL Court Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
No. 2. Sriziina, KEKEWICH. 
Monday, July............ 2 Mr. Godfrey Mr. Pugh Mr. Church 
esday “ae Leach Beal Greswell 
4 Godfrey Pugh Church 
. 5 Leach Beal Greswell 
. 6 Godfrey Pugh Church 
ove 7 Leach Beal Greswell 
Date Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
, BYRyeg. Cozens-Harpy. FARWELL. Buck.ey. 
Monday, June .......... 2 Mr. King Mr. Lavie Mr. Pemberton Mr. Carrington 
Tuesday .... 3 Farmer Carrington Jackson Lavie 
King Lavie Pemberton Beal 
Farmer Carrington Jackson Pugh 
King Lavie Pemberton Leach 
Farmer Carrington Jackson Godfrey 


THE PROPERTY MART. 
SALES OF THE ENSUING WEEK. 


July 3,—Mesers. Desrnnam, Tewson, Farmer, & Bripcewarer, at the Mart, at 2:— 
Gate-street, Lincoln’s-inn (close to Holborn and Lincoln’s-inn-fields, and near the 
line of the projected new main thoroughfare between Holborn and the Strand): 
Freehold Property. Solicitor, H. G. A. Thorn, Esq., Hurworth, Stonebridge-park, 
N.W —Nos. 16 and 18, Knightrider-street, City: With possession. A Warehouse, in 
a capital position between Queen Victoria-street and St. Paul’s-churchyard. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Phelps, Sidgwick, & Biddle, London.—Clapham-road : Extensive Leasehold 
Premises situate in South Island-place, comprising stabling with accommodation for 
about thirty-three horses, together with a piece of vacant land in the rear, 
Solicitors, Messrs. Frere, Cholmeley, & Co., London.—Westminster: A Block of 
modern Dwellings, occupying corner position. and producing a gross income of about 
£875 per annum; 70 years’ lease direct from the Ecclesiastical Commissioners. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Emmet & Co , London.—West-hill, Wandsworth (ten minutes from 
East Putney and Southfields Stations, and a mile from Putney Station): Freehold 
Detached ence, with stabling and grounds of nearly half an acre. Solicitors, 
Messrs. Farrar, Porter, & Co., London.—Caterham Valley : Freehold Estate, with 
about 62a. 8r. 83p. of undulating parkiike pasture and dland, with t pwn. 7 
tive building value, comprising a moderate-sized residence; also a Freehold detached 
Residence, standing in an acre of garden. Solicitors, Messrs. Linklater, Addison, 
Brown, & Jones. London. (See advertisements, June 16, p. 2.) : 

July 3,—Mesars. Futter, Horsey, Sons, & CassEvt, at the Mart, at 1: An important 
Freehold Estate at Ilford and Barking, —— producing an income of about 
£2,000 a year, with every prospect of an annual increase as the town of Ilford develops, 

e Keene, Marsland, Bryden, & Besant, and Messrs. Rose-Innes, Son, 
& Crick, both of London. (See advertisement, June 23, p. 3.) 

July 4.—Messrs, H. E Foster & Cranviep, at the Mart, at 2: Freehold Ground-rents, 
amounting to £161 per annum, secured upon 14 shops and 4 dwelling-houses in U; 
Holloway. Solicitors, Messrs. Hobbs & Brutton, Portsmouth; Messrs. Cham 
layne, Short, & Hayward, London; Messrs. Parker, Blake, & Lacome, Portsmouth ; 
and Messrs. Blair & Seddon, Manchester.—Two long Leasehold Houses and Shops at 
Clapton, producing £60 per annum _ Solicitors, Messrs. Thomsons, Brooks, & Danby, 
London —Freeho!d House at Broadwater, near Worthing, producing £16 per annum. 
Solicitor, E. G. Barrett, Esq., London. (See advertisements, this week, back page. 

July 4 —Mesers. Humpeat & Fist, at the Mart, at 2:—Hadham Hall Estate: A highly 
important Freehold Ancestral Property, situated adjacent to the market town of 
Bishop’s Stertford, with its interesting old Elizabethan residence known as Hadham 
Hall (with early posseesion), the Park, Wickham Hall, Green-street, and 
Acreman-street farms, embracing an area of about 1,626 acres, which produce at the 
present £1,089 per annum. Solicitors, Messrs. Rooper & Whately, London,—Rick- 
mansworth, Herts: An attractive Freehold Residential Property, situate about one 
mile from Rickmansworth Station (Met. Railway) and two miles from Watford, with 
valuable fishing, , and grazing rights, comprising about 4a. Or. 23p.; aiso, 
three enclosures of Bui Land adjoining. Solicitor, H. Lomas, Esq., Rickmans- 
worth. (See advertisement, June 16, p 6.) ; : 

July 4.—Messrs. Dante Suitu, Son, & Oaxuey, at the Mart, at 1 :—Chislehuret (facing 
the Common): Freehold Residential Property, within easy reach of the railway station 
and adjoining the golf links, over which it has extensive views, comprisiog a family 
residence known as Hornbrook House, surrounded by about an acre of gardens and 

ds. Solicitors, Messrs. Crawley, Arnold, & Co, London.—Ealing and 

‘Acton: Freehold Building Land on the Elms Estate, in the best part of the district 
lying between Acton and Ealing, just off the Common, and near several railwa: 
stations, whence the City and West-end can be easily reached, as well as by tram an 
omnibus services; 29 Freehold Building Plots. Solicitors, Messrs, Howard, Ellison, & 
Morton, Colchester. (See advertisements, June 16, p. 1 ) 

July 5.—Mesers. Faresroruer, Ex.is, Eozrton, Breacn, Garswortuy, & Co., at the 
Mart, at 2 :—Essex (about seven miles from Colchester and {ive from Marks Tey, on 
the G E.R.): Two hold Farms, known as Layer Breton Hall, a very substantial, 
brick-built, small family residence, stab!ing for eighteen horses, farm buildings, a 
pair of cottages, with 344 acres of grass land; ana Gar House, a farm of about 130 
acres, with stabling, buildings, cottages, &c. Solicitors, Messrs, Parson, Lee, & Co., 
London.—Chislehurst, Kent: The Detached modern Freehold Residence known as 
Ashton, situate in Mead-road, about one mile from 8.E.R. Station; stabling for one 
horse, coach-house, garden, tennis lawn, and greenhouse. Solicitors, Messrs, Hussey 
& Ingpen, London. (See advertisements, June 16, p. 23.) 

‘uly 5.—Mesers. H. E, Foster & Cranriz.p, at the at2: 

‘ 7,6 ANNUITY of £140; lady aged 31; with Policy. Solicitors, Messrs. Casson 

ith & Co., London. 


REVERSIONS : e: 
On the decease of a lady aged 68 to One-fifth of £9,587 India 3} per cent. Stock, 











and to £1,000. , Capron, & Co., London, 
To £8,417 ; lives aged 52, 57, 59. Solicitors, Messrs. Ingoldby & Adkin, London. 
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To Four One-sevenths of a Trust Fund value £38,697 ; 
One-seventh share. 


56. Also toa One similar rot Gee 


LIFE INTEREST of «nay aged 71; i ~- £91 perannum. Life Interest of a 
lady aged 45 on decease of th indy aged 71 in el gd gg Life Policies 
for £450; lady 45. Heverion t a Moiety of £88; lady aged 71. 
Solicitors, Messrs. cliffes, Cator, & Hood, London. 
ae - ee and 8TALL in Royalty Theatre, Solicitors, Messrs. Hood, 
on. 


For £5 

For rot "Solicitors, Messrs. Parson, Lee, & Co,, London, 
SHARES, various. 

(See advertisements, this week, back 

July 5.—Messrs. Humpzr & Frnt, ina DN on the Estate, at 2:—Royston Park 
Pinner, N.W. (adjacent to the Railway Station on the main line of the L. & N.W.): 
70 good-sized Plots of Freehold castles (See advertisements, June 16, p. 6). 

July 5.—Meesrs. C, C. & T. Moors, at the at 2 :—Spitalfields : Long Pro- 
perties, let to very responsible tenants at £3835 per — on repairing leases. 
Solicitors, Messrs. Cheston & Sons, London.—Strat: Mile End, Bow, Poplar: 
Leaseholds ; let at £1,290 per annum. Solicitor, E. J. Eeq., London, (See 
advertisements, June 16, p. 9.) 

July 5.—Messrs. Stimson & Sons, at the Mart, at 2:—Lambeth Walk: Freehold B 
site, eneees an area of about 9,600ft. super Solicitors, Messrs. = 
Pearman, London.—Rotherhithe: Large plot of Vrechold Lard, in 
Union-road, Rotherhithe, covering an area of about 2,386 ft. super. Solicitors, 
Messrs, Harvey & Varley, —- —Walworth: Freehold Houses, Shop, Factory, 
Stabling, and Land, — lease. Solicitors, Messrs. Huntley & London. 
—Belvedere, Kent : old Building Estate of nearly 28 acres, known vedere 
Gardens. Solicitors, Messrs. Simpson, Palmer, & Winder, London. (Bee advertise- 
ments. June 16, p. 8.) 

July 5.—Mr. Frep Vartey, F.A.1., at the Mart, at 2:—Freehold Ground-rents of £100, 
with reversion. Solicitors, Messrs, Hubbard, Ang & Eve, London. (See advertise- 

ment, this week, p. 5.) 





WINDING UP NOTICES. 


London Gazette.—Faipay, June 22. 


JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwitep 1x CHANCERY. 


BoypetL, Warnerorp, & Co, Limrrep—Creditors are required, on or befure Aug 4, to 
seud their names and dresses, and the particulars of their debts or — to John 
Percy Green, Standard chmbrs, "Neville st Newcastle on Tyne, Wilkinson & Marshall, 
Newcastle on Tyne, solors to liquidator 

Cycte AND Ruspsr TRapEs AssociaTioN, ia 7 for bey F pp. resented 
June 20, directed to be heard on July 10, Marshall & Marshall, 3 and 4, Fincoin’s 
inn fields, solors. Notice of appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 
o’clock in the afternoon of July 9 

Dore, LiuireEp—Creditors are required, on or before ay 16, to send their names and 
addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Perey Mason, 64, Gresham st. 
Kisch & Co, 3, Barbican, solors for liquidator 

Heauina & Co, Limitep—Petn for winding up, presented June 2p directed to be heard 
on July 10. Richards & Co, 81, York pl, Fotos sq, solors for petners. Notice of 
appearing must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of 


July 9 
Hovsenoip Co-opERATIVE SupPLy posame, LiuutEp (Colchester and a —Creditors 
are required, on or before Aug 7, to send their names and and the particulars 


of their d+ bts or claims, to George Clark, jun, 7, 8t Mildred’s ct, Poultry. McKenna & 
Co, 17 aud 18, Basinghall st, solors to liquidators 

Rosrrt Goopson & Co, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented June 20, directed to 
be heard on July 10. Phelps & Co, 22, f\ 1 mn Pa, solors for /poe. ee 


+ e must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

ul 

8. ro ha ABE & Co, gee Fp are me = Aug 4, to send their 
names and addresses, and th iculars of Be eed or claims, to Edward 


45. Spring gdns, Sonchester. bishire & Co, Manchester, ~ = liquidator 
Wuatiey Appey Printixe Co, Limrrep —Creditors are required, on or before July 23, 

to send their names and addresses, and the pistiednas ‘ef th their debts or claims, to John 

Philip Garnett, 22, Booth at, Manchester. Cooper & Sons, Manchester, solors to 


liquidator 
FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. 
Paixce Rupert Frienpiy Society, 201, London rd, Liverpool. June 6 


London Gazette.—Turspay, June 26. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Liwitep 1s CHANCERY. 


Accerssonizs Co, LimitEp—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 11, to send their names 
and addresses, together with full particulars of their debts or claims, to John William 
Barratt, 21, Waterloo st, Birmingham. Pinsent & Co, Birmingham, solors to liquidator 

Acuittes Gop Mixes, Limitrep (rx Liqu —— ye are required, on or before 
July 31, to send their names and addresses, of their debts or 
to William Frederick Garland, 6, Queen st Lg ys & Co, 31, aoe lane, solors 

) liquidator 

Avromaric ow | Cyrcte 8u egonr On, ee oye p Pmmae 
Aug 9, ae eir names an resses, and the eir debts or to 
Frank Leman, 1, 8t Peter’s Church walk, Nottingham 

Brirannic AncuoR AND Cuain CaBLE Go, Luourep - Petn for winding up, presented 
June 21, directed to be heard on July 10. James & Mellor, 12, Coleman st, bolore for 
petner. Notice of ~ ee must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in 
the afternoon of July 9 

Enouisu Feister Printixe Co, Limirep—Peta . Ag =~ | Dg UP, presented June 19, directed 
to be heard cn July 10, at 11.30. Odhams, ictoria st, solor to petner. 
emned | appearing must reach the Pm Ry not Foe than 6 o’clock in the after- 
noon o 

Fawre & Ca, Loutep—Petn for winding up, presented June 22. directed to be heard 
July 10 Gaskell & Jones, 71 Lord st, Liv. ol, solors to the petners. Notice of 
seprarins must reach the above-named not later than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of 

v9 

Fawxe & Co, Lnurep—Petn for winding up, presented June 22, 

July 10 Barton & Co, 23, Surrey st, for Tyrer &,Co, Liverpool, solors for the petner. 
oma A eee must reach the above-named not later than 6 o'clock in the after- 
noon 0 4 

GLEenpryon Sense Co, Litrrep—Creditors are required, on or before Aug 15, to send 
their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to J. 

Listay, Mercantile chmbrs, Quayside, Newcastle on Tyne. Ince & Co, Fenchurch st, 
solors 

Joist Svock Coxversion anp Investment Trust, meses fy A Aegy bl. DP, - 
sented June 22 directed to be heard on July 10. Greenwood wood, 12, nis? 

inn, Temple, solors for peter. Notice of appearing must fons th the above-named 2 4 

later than 6 o’clock in oo nener Snt ol wes 





Stewart See Co, pew Fog yey ‘ore Avg 1, to send 
ddresses, culate 0 or claims, to William 
Stewart, 39, Old Hall st, tS, ine Eat a Oo verpool, solors to liquidator 


FRIENDLY SOCIETIES DISSOLVED. 
wy ~~ f “+ CaTtTLe Assurance Association Society, Red Lion Hotel, Banbury, 
une 
Brep 1n Hawp Worxixc Men’s Crus anp Institute, Midgley, Luddenden Foot Man- 
chester, Yorks. June 18 
Faiznpiy Society, White Horse Inn, Husborne Crawley, Woburn, Beds. June 18 
Loneton InpErgenDENT Sick anp Buriat Society, Hare and Hounds, Gower st, Longton, 
Stoke on Trent, Staffs. June 19 














WakrninG To InTENDING Hovse Purcuassrs AND Lessexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined, Tested, and Reported upon by an Expert from The Sanitary 


), 65, Victoria-street, West- 


Engineering Oo. (H. Carter, C.E., 
( particulars. Established 23 


minster. Fee quoted on receipt of 
years. Telegrams, ‘‘Sanitation.”’—[{Apvr.] 








CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 


UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Ciarm. 


London Gazette,—Tuxspay, May 22. 
Harrison, Coantes Henny, Weir End Ross, Herefi — | Lieut.-Colonel June 15 
Harrison v Briggs, Cozens-Hardy,J Humfrys, 
Hutsr, Sir Epwarp, Bart, June 18 Beattie v Hulse, Byrne, J Lake & Co 
New eq, Lincoln’s inn 
London Gazette.—Fripay, May 25. 
Goan, Som, Jvem, Builder June 20 Goad v Goad, Cozens-Hardy, J Wilson 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 1. 
De Fausz, ELeanon g kave, Grosvenor sq June 30 Ward v Taylor, Byrne,J Lake, New 
sq, Lincoln’s 
SuTCLIFFE, —- jun, Fenay Bridge, nr Huddersfield, Farmer June 28 Shepherd v 
Hall, Kekewich, J Hall, Huddersfield 
London Gazette.—Turspay, June 5. 
— — Joux, Mathys Taal Newbridge, Mon, Farmer July 3 Turner v Herbert, Byrne, J 


ames, M 
Seep, Wituim, Lancaster, June 30 Lancaster* ‘Banking Co v Seed, Registrar, 
Preston igiancater, Draper 


London Gazette.—Turspay, June 19. 
Consiping, — Ashton under Lyne July 19 Malpass v Freil, Registrar, Manchester 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 22. 
Brocxienurst, Exxest Artuur. Cadogan pl. Chelsea July 26 Fitzwilliam v Wyles, 
Stirling, J Cholmeley, Liocoln’s inn fieids 
London Gaszette.—Turspay, June 26. 


Berry, Cuartes Huan Woo.t, Christchurch Upwell, Cambridge, Wheelwright, and 
Mary Berney, Palmerston road, ow July 31 Jones v Berry, Kekewich, J 
Cartwright & Cunningham, Paternoster ro 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICI. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cuartu. 
London Gazette—Fripay, June 15. 
Anaus, Wittam Jostine, Newcastle on Tyne, Labourer July 30 Holmes, Newcastle 
ey S — Bowrina, St James’ssq July 16 Marson & Co, Southwark Bridge rd 
Barker, Avpersoy, Walker, Northumberland July 30 Holmes, Newcastle on Tyne 
Bavmsacs, Jonn AnpREw, Lancaster gate, Hyde Park July 16 Knight-Gregson, Surrey 
ae. Atrnep, Osmotherley, York, Physician July 20 Gardner, Northallerton 
Brapszaw, Artuur WILi1aM, Ely, Cambridge, Baker July 24 Hall, Ely 
Bauce, Witt1am Durr, 8 Kensington July 31 Sanderson & Co, Queen Victoria st 
Brypey, Witi1am Anperson, Eastbourne July 81 Slatter & Co, Stratfurd upon Avon 
Bucxinauam, James, Hampstead Aug4 Hughes & Masterman, New Broai st 
Burroven, Jony, Bower Chalke, Wilts, Farmer July7 Pye-Smith, Sulisbury 
Carpenter, Cuartorre, Great Yarmouth Aug 6 Diver & Prestoa, Great Yarmouth 
Carpenter, Freperick, Great Yarmouth, Tobacconist Aug 6 Diver & Preston, Great 


Yarmouth 
Cuerx, Jou, Eaton sq July 31 Waltons & Co, Leadenhall st 
Crowes, Wixcuesrer, Salisbury sq, JP July 20 Miller & Co, Salters’ Hall ct 
Cox, Joun, Nelson sq, Blackfriarsrd July 24 C & E Woodroffe, Gt Dover st 
Ferevson, WiLL1aM, Newcastle upon Tyne July 16 Gee & Duan, Newcustle upon Tyne 


Hawnns. Rosert Monracu Cuirron, Highbridge, Somerset July 16 Knight-Gregson, 
jurrey st, Str: 
Hearne, Gnees Wicw1am, Kingston on Thames July 20 Phillips, Hastings 


Hopexiy, Atrrep, Caterham, Surrey July 24 Waterhouse & Co, New ct, Lincoln’s ina 
Hottanp, Witt1am, Ancoats, Manchester, Cloth Finisher July 31 Chapman & Co, 
Manchester 


Bream. Tuomas — am, Kingston on Thames, Licensed Victualler July 27 Marsh & 


0, Kingston on Thames 
Horst, Joun, Liverpool July 20 Lightfoot & Lightfoot, Maryport 
Isacxe, Wiiu1Am, Finsbury Park July 19 Edwards & Sons, Moorgate st 
Joyxes, Tupat Cain, Wrexham Augi Alington & Co, Wrexham 


Keenay, James, Haltwistle, Northumberland, Marine Store Dealer June 30 Blackburn 
& Main, Haltwhistle 
Lawiy, Many,Crewe July 23 Lewin & Co, The Sanctuary, Westminster 


Lyon, Sanau Ayn Curvety, Douglas, Isle of Man July5 Evans & Co, Liverpool 
McMittay, Seta Exiza, Sneinton, Nottingham Augi Rorke & Jackson, Nottingham 
Maxi, Harry, Leeds July 16 Wooler & Co, Leeds 

Manpes, Sanu Samways, Lyme Regis, Dorset July 12 Ford & Co, Exeter 

Maruiz, James Hay, Surbiton, Surrey Augi Birchalls, Gracechurch st 

Mutyze, Conpsiia, Bath July 14 Hellard & Son, Portsmouth 
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Newmay, fornia, Kelston, Somerset Aug 13 Poynton, Bristol 
Oxnrep, Cuartes Frercner v’ANveRrs, Bournemouth July 23 Simpson & Co, Liverpool 
Patwer, Isapetna Evizanetn Currsis, Tenterden, Kent July 31 Hollams & Co, 


incing In 
Peacock, Joux, Kensington July 31 Jones & Co, Coleman st 
Ricuarps, Joux Tuomson, Sheffield, Innkeeper July 18 Branson & Son, Sheffield 
Saxpy, Heirs Saran, Hassocks, Sussex July 31 Brook, South sq, Gray’s inn 


Suaw. James Newys, Macclesfield, Silkk Trimming Manufacturer Aug 1 Taylor, 
Macclesfield 


SHEPHERD, Samvet Lorp, Harpurhey, Lancs, Cotton Manufacturer Aug 31 Diggles & 
gden, Manchester 
Swett, Kicharp Hven, Hampstead July 6 Crossman & Co, Theob:1d’s rd 


Spapixc, Hixon, Aigburth, nr Liverpocl July 21 Thornely & Cameron, Liverpool 
SranLey, Heyny Marcerrs, Edgbaston, Birminghnm July 11 Egginton, Birmingham 
Srewanrrt, Barwisz, Carlisle, News Agent June 30 Blackburn & Main, Carlisle 
Srewant, Grorce, Carlisle, News Agent June 30 Blackburn & Main, Carlisle 

Swirt, Joux, Huddersfield, Warehouseman July 9 Wilmhurst & Stones, Huddersfield 


TANKERVILLE, The Rt Hon Cuaruzs Earl of, Belford, Northumberland July 20 
A &H White, Gt Marlborough st 
Tzacue, EvteN, Malvern Link, Worcester June 29 Russell, Ledbury 


Tuomas, Timotuy, Wandsworth rd, Dairyman July 16 Cordwell, Old Serjeant’s inn, 
Chancery In : 

Trezsy, Grorcixa Exizasers, Chislehurst, Kent July 31 Hussey & Ingpen, Stone 
b 

Turner, Wit11Am Conam, Barnstaple, Devon July 31 Stallard & Turner, Bedford row 

Twrep, Mary, Tunbridge Wells July 18 Tweed, Shrewsbury 

Watkeer, Wit11AmM, Scarborough July 31 Turner, York 

Watxiscros, Exizasers, Edmonton July 16 Ashbridge, Whitechapel rd 

Wa kincros, Marcaret, Edmonton July 16 Ashbridge, Whitechapel rd 

Wuarorr, Ciara, Garstang, Lancs July 14 Lawden, Bedford row 


London Gazette-—Tvusrspay, June 19 


Asport, Frances Maria, Tongham, Surrey July 31 Kempson, Farnham 
Apcock, Kez1a Frances, Gravesend, Kent July 31 Martin, Gravesend 
Beatz, Tuomas Freperick, Gloucester pl, Hyde Park July 31 Austin & Austin, 


BEALE, Teens Wit.ert, Gipsy Hill, Surrey July 31 Austin & Austin, Union ct 
ENDALL, Frepericx, Hastings July 30 Chalinder, Hastings 

Bexpatt, Saran Soruta, Hastings July 30 Chalinder, Hastings 

Buiaxg, Jonn Jupp, Holloway July 31 Sewell & Co, Old Broad st 


Broomnzap, Witiiam, Stannington, nr Sheffield, Farmer July 20 Smith & Co, 
Sheffield 
Buttock, Jonn Henry, South Shore, Blackpool AugiC Bullock & Co, Manchester 


Bunerss, Cuaries Stuart, Lowestoft, Timber Merchant July 20 Johnson, Lowestoft 


Byagnz, Paraick Joseru Rice, Avenue rd, Regent’s Park July 31 Stoneham & Sons, 
Fenchurch st 
Dexe, Leoyona Jase, Clapham July 28 James & James, Ely pl 


Dore, Marr . rrr Mackney, nr Wallingford, Berks July 19 Kinneir & Co, 
Swindon, Wilts 
Doveras, Wittiam Henry, Cliftonrd, Camdensq July 31 Stephens, Essex st, Strand 


Eastuan, Auice, Preston, Innkeeper July 16 Thomas & Oakey, Preston 

Fioop, Marx, Neston, Cheshire, Blacksmith July 20 Gamon & Co, Chester 

Fesemay, Bexssuix, Lawrie Park rd, Sydenham July 14 Syrett, Finsbury pvmt 

Graves, Freperic, Victoriaet July 31 Francis & Calder, Adelaide pl 

Grizsiz, Cuaries, Wandsworth rd, Timber Merchant July 19 Wood & Wootton 
Fish street hiil : 


Hatz, Jauzs Tuomas, President st, Clerkes.well, Carrier July 16 Clapham & Co, Devon- 


Hazes, a Davin, Victoria st June 3) Butcher, Wood st, Cheapside 

Hagzisox, Wi111,™, North Cowton, York July 81 Stewart, Darlington 

SS Se, Leicester, Borough Lunatic Asylum July 7 Hughes & Masser, 

Hearn, Exizaseru, Hadnal, Salop, Grocer July16 Hughes, Shrewsbury 

Hours, Saucer, Rotherham, York, Farmer Avugi Oxley & Coward, Rotherham 

Hort, S8vsax, Barrow in Furness July 23 Storey, Sunderland 

Horxrss, Euma, Wimbledon July 28 Vanderpump & Son, Gray’s inn sq 

Howazp, Saucer, Liverpool July 6 Baztley & Bird, Liverpool 

Janvis, Hesey, Trinity sg, Southwark, Architect July 16 Hicklin & Co, Trinity sq, 
Southwark 

Jzrrznsos, Erzaxor, Carlisle July 16 Bendle & Son, Carlisle 

Joussos, Witt1ax Heseyr, Braunstone, Leicester, Farmer July 28 Place, Leicester 

Jouzs, Atzxaspez, Regent st, Statiomer Augi Brewer, South sq, Gray’s inn 

Kier, Tuomas, Great Broughton, York,Grocer June 30 Carrick, Stokesley 

Kircues, Wi1114™, Hebden Bridge, York, Insurance Agent Aug 1 Suteliffes, Hebden 

Lacox,. a Bercsort Ussner, Baynbam Hall, Norfolk July 18 Grover & Co, 


King’s Bench walk, Temple 
Lizweitrx. — HAED, Poynton, nr High Ereall, Salop, Farmer July 16 Hughes, 


Lockett, Soun 2 Azrave Porz, Woolwich, Phy-ician July 31 Tippetts & Son, Maiden 
In, Queen st 
Lose, Evwaxp E:cxe17Ts, Hergaston, Berkeley, Glos Aug 2) Wenden & fon, Dursley 


Lowspts, Fsaxcis Dovsox, Liverpool July 31 Lowndes & Go, Liverpool 
Loxiey, Turxesa, Sheffield July 2 Howe, Sheffield 
Lrexixe, ha a Great Waltham, Eseex, Butcher July 2% 


or 
Lysz, Joszrnu, Birkenhead July 31 Batesons & Co, Liverpool 
Mentqyer. Wn, Botley, Southampton, Baker July 31 


Meggy & Stunt, 


FI & J C Warner, 
Micuciis, Rovgrt, Old Chariton, Kent Aug2 Micklem & Hollingworth, Gresham st 
Noav, Mazr Dow ra, Tilehead, Wilte July 10 Norris & Hancock, Devizes, Wilts 
Otpnax, Grozoz Br a ux, Thornton avenue, Streatham hill, Surgeon July 14 Cubison, 


at, C 
Owes, Exizaveru, Chetield, Greengrocer July 2% Howe, Shefficld 





Pappgy, Joun Santee Pricer, Stoke Newingten July 30 Barfield & Barfield, Finsbury 


rR Sheffield Aug 31 Porrett & Fawcett, Sheffield 
Prx, Peeeas Shien, Peasmarsh, Sussex Aug 1 Stileman & Neate, Southampton st, 
Blooms 


Poxtarp, Stewart Harsoroven, Chartham, Kent July 16 Trevor & Co, Brighton 

Barncock, Mary, Saffron Walden, Essex Augl Druces &Attlee, Billiter sq 

Scort, Epwarp Joun, Blackburn July14 Haworth, Blackburn 

SuerparpD, Emma, Redwick Pilning, Glos Sept29 Burges & Sloan, Bristol 

STEIGERWALD, ALFRED Franz Emanvet, Munich, Bavaria July 27 Goldberg & Co, 
West st, Finsbury circus 

Srycue, Joszrn, Brisbane, Queensland Aug15 Bowman & Hayward, Bedford row 

SurrH, Joun, Weyhill, Southampton, Solicitor Aug8 Smith, Andover 

Smiru, Joun, Gosfield st, Great Portland st Aug14 Newton & Co, Great Marlborough st 

Taytor, Jouy, Baker st Augi Saxton & Morgan, Somerset st, Portman sq 

Taytor, Mary Janz, Normanby, York June 30 Carrick, Stokesley 

Tuckyort, Jamas, Stoke Newington, Warehouseman July 14 Fitzhugh & Co, Brighton 

TunyiciirFe, Watter, Leigh, Lancs July 31 Wilson & Co, Manchester 

Wart, Anye, Penrith, Cumberland July 18 Arnison & Co, Penrith 

WiLtiame, Seeuaae. Withington, near Menchester, Commission Agent July 12 Sayer, 


Norwic 
Worrotk, Davin, Bragg Lane End, near Wakefield July 14 Cundall, York 
Youne, Gzorcx, Burley, Southampton, Farmer July 20 Davy & Jackson, Ringwood 


London Gazette.—Fripay, June 22. 


Atimonp, Fanny Janz, Chesham, Bucks July 31 Francis & How, Chesham 
Bam x Tuomas, Ashton upon Ribble, Preston, Market Gardener July 16 Rawsthorn 


‘0. m 

Bannep, Gzorciana ARCHBOLD. Roby, Lancs July 18 Owen, Liverpool 

Beryton-BryJamin, Horace, Upper Grosvenor st July 31 Budd & Co, Austin Friars 

Bontrace, esaaeee, Littlehampton, Sussex July 20 Ravenscroft & Co, John st, 

ord row 

Bowpen, Marian Francisca, Leamington Augi Homewood, Old Jewry chmbrs 

Brace, Mrs Caruerine, Handsworth, Birmingham July 19 MHargreave & Heaton, 
Birmingham 

Broruerron, Benjamin, Helperby, York July 23 Hirst & Capes, York 

Cantwricut, Karuerine Mepora, Littlehampton, Sussex June 30 Valpy & Co, 
Lincoln’s inn fields 

CuarHam, Jane, Rainham, Essex, Licensed Victualler July 23 Hunt & Co, Romford 

Corriy, Mary Anne Ping, Port edge, Devon July 23 Kitsons & Co, Torquay 

Counter, Grorce, Mile End, Veterinary Surgeon Sept1 Oldfield, Basinghall st 

Davirs, Epwarp, Runcorn, Chester Aug? Burton, Runcorn 

Dean, Rev Apert, Burgess Hill, Sussex July 2) Blount & Co, Arundel st, Strand 

Epwarp, E:ten Aveusta, Stoke Newington July 24 Coote & Ball, Cursitor st, 
Chancery ln 

Buses. a Exizasetn, Barby, Northampton July 20 Wratislaw & Thompson, 

v 


ugbs 

Evays, a. Beataric—E Howe, Daventry, Northampton July 31 Cheston & Sons, 
Gt Winchester st 

Favtxyer, Groce, Little Comberton, Worcester July 28 Hudson, Pershore 

Fietrcuer, Epwarp, Huddersfield Aug 31 Laycock & Co, Huddersfield 

Green, Ricnarp, Leigh, Lancs, Wine Merchant July 18 Marsh & Co, Leigh 

are, James Freeman, Northumberland st, Paddington Aug 25 Andrew & Co, Great 

ames st 
Hewnyinc, Mary Any, 8t Thomas, Exeter July17 Daw & Son, Exeter 


a ee Josern, Gravesend, Auctioneer Aug 1 Homewood, Old Jewry 


e 
Horton, Henny, Colwall, Hereford, Rope Manufacturer July 24 Russell, Ledbury 
How, Lewis, Warboys, Huntingdon, Farmer July 14 Watts & Son, St Ives, Hunts 
Homer, Caartes Henry. Polegate, Sussex, Butcher July 20 Carter, Chancery In 
Honter, Davin, Blackburn, Draper July 28 Marriott, Blackburn 
Sure, a. Bishopegate st Without, Timber Merchant Aug 1 Vanderpump & 
ve. pot In 
Jackson, Exizasets, Chislehurst, Kent July 12 Bogue, Lincoln’s inn fields 
JEwELL, Ju.uiev, Sheffield st, Clare Market, Marine Store Dealer July 20 Leslie & 
rdy, Bedford row 
Joyes, Exizanetu, Margate Aug 25 Boys, Margate 
Ketiy, Mary Any, Hove, Brighton July 31 Tate, Leadenhall st 
Keswick, Lieut Davin Jounstong, 12th Royal Lancers, 8 Africa Augi5 Eastwood & 
Co, Lincoln’s inn fields 
LayToy, "Mary Gepyey, Croydon Aug 18 Liytons, Budge row 
Luve.iys, Col Witt1am Raymonp, Lowndes st Augi4 Collyer-Bristow & Co, Bedford 


row 
Lock, ra James Suzgipan, Regent’s Park rd Augi4 Abrahams & Co, Tokenhouse 


y 

Lomparpisi, Jane, Torquay, Devon, Boot Dealer July7 Kitsons & Co, Torquay 

Mapes, Joux, Hampstead July 19 Peake & Co, Bedford row 

MarsHatt, Samvet, Normanton on Soar, Notts, Farmer July 31 Woolley & Co, 
Loughborough 

Mercatrs, Witiiam Henry, Exmouth, Devon July 20 Ford & Co, Exeter 

Miiyer, Corpeiia, Bath July 14 Hellard & Son, Portemouth 

ae, nome, Ightham Park, Kent, JP July 31 Long & Gardiner, Lincoln’s 
inn fields 

Pavt, Sir Grzcory Cuaries, KCIE, Barsister July20 Morgan & Co, Old Broad st 


Payryez, Witi1aM Henry, Fishbourne,I W July 81 Ratcliffe, Ryde 

Perks, Joux, Wolverhampton July 18 Colebourn & Co, Wolverhampton 

Perey, Tuomas, Canterbury July 21 Blaber, Gt Castle st, Regent st 

Pice, Heyy, Darlingtop, Durham, Butcher July14 Yeoman & Waldy, Darlington 
Pow1s, Miss Exity, Hastings July 21 Kearsey & Co, Old Jewry ‘ 

Pritcuarp, Tuomas, Burnham, Bucks, Thrashing Contractor July 31 Barrett, Slough 
Ratiiry, Wiiu14m, Coventry, Brewer Aug3 Kirby & Sons, Goventry 

Rica, Tuomas Witt1am, Bradford, Coal Merchant July 12 Rbodes. Bradford 
Scuverer, Cuaries Atyrep Sam, Manchester Aug3 Nicholls & Co, Manchester 
Suirn, Joux, Staveley, Derby July 30 Jones & Middleton, Chesterfield 

mes niows owanm, Walton, Liverpool, Master Mariner July 30 Thornely 


meron, 
Swirt, JonaTHAN, Aug 10 Harrop & Harrop, Rotherham 


TANKERVILLE, et Hon Cuar.zs Earl of, Belford, Northumberland July20 A&H 
White, Gt gh st 
Tarpexsick, Mancarer Sanan, Streatham July $1 Harvey & Varley, Clement's inn, 


Wetcn, E.vtzx Davis, Portedown rd, Maida Vale Augi1 Todd & Co, Chancery in 
Yarxs, Joszru, Manchester Aug4 Partington & Allen, Manchester 
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& — 
BaRLow, ARY 
Blatkpool 4 


Bloomsbury 


Bars ¥ GzorcEr, Deptford, Kent, Mantle Manufacturer July 24 Avery & Wolverson, | 


New Cross rd 


(ass, CLaupe Witiiam Cuttey, Poona, India July 31 Byrne, Surrey st 


Guarxe, Wiiu1am, Coventry July 26 Best, Coventry 


Coxzxy, RoBERT 
Sudderstield 


DatavurLe, Saran, Thorpe, Norfolk Aug 10 Bircham & Co, Parliament st, West- | 


minster 
Dicker, Rosert, Vigo st, Regent st, Jeweller 
Cheapside 


Dover, MarGaretTa Hopasoy, Hove, Brighton Aug10 Banks & Co, Liverpool 
Dowsmax, Georce Tomas Freprrrox, Lieut-Colonel of H M Gordon Highlanders 


July 26 Bower & Co, Breams blidgs, Cnancery In 


FauLKNER, Marviupa, Almondsbury, Glos July 24 Press & Co, Bristol 


@mt, SARAH, Esholt, York July 27 Newstead & Co, Otley 


Gzeznway, Rey Cuanves, Darwen, Lancs Sept 20 Costeker, Darwen 


BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Fripay, June 22, 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


Apnamovitz, Puruir, 8t George’s st, Cable st East, Shoe 
Manufacturer High Court Pet May 15 Ord June 19 

Baron, JAMEs Tuomas, Varwen, Lancs, Grocer Blackburn 
Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Bmp, Epwix Wii114m, Corsham, Wilts, Baker Bath Pet 
June 18 Ord June 18 

Bourox, Ernest, Manchester Pet June 20 
Ord June 20 

BorznamM, Witt1am Joun, Walton on the Naz, Grocer 
Colchester Pet June 19 Ord June 19 ee 

Bovaye, Epwarp Joun, Handsworth, Builder Birmingham 
Pet June 16 Ord June 16 : 

Cuapman, Grorce WiiuiAm, Northampton, Builder 
Northampton Pet June18 Ord June 18 

QuzsTER, WILLIAM, Nottingham, Joiner Nottingham Pet 


Manchester 


June 18 Ord June 18 

Currs, Herpert Epwarp, Sheffield, Tea Merchans 
Sheffield Pet June 14 Ord June 19 

Davies, Joun Tuomas, Sennybridge, Brecon, Draper 
Merthyr Tydtil Pet June 19 Ord June 19 


Dicxinsoy, Tuomas Davin, Jowes, I of W, Butcher New- 
port Pet June18 Ord June 18 
Eapy, Jouy, Birmingham, Guomaker 
June 20 Ord June 20 

Evays, Lewis Tuomas, Swansea, Licensed Victualler 
Swansea Pet Junei8 Ord June is 

Forster, Tuomas, St He'ens, Lancs, Draper Liverpool 
Pet June 2 Ord June 19 

Feaycis, James, St James End, Northampton, Clerk 
Northampton Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Horyer, Percy Wituiam, Pontefract, Yorks, Working 
Jeweller Wakefield Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Jackson, Tuomas ALLEN, Heath Towa, nr Wolverhampton, 
Journeyman Painter Wolverhampton Pet June 16 
Ord June 18 

Lewruwarte, Rosert, Bedford, Schoolmaster Bedford 
Pet May 31 Ord June 18 

Loyetey, James Witiiam, Longwood, Hudderefield, 
Teamer Huddersfield Pet June 19 Urd June 19 

Manton, Wii.1am, Leicester, Sand Paper Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Motyyeux, Witiiam, Wigan, Coal Dealer Wigan Pet 
June 2) Ord June 20 

Moszxey, Jouy, Walsall, Currier Walsall Pet June 18 
Ord June 18 

Momsy, James, Sunderland, Public house Manager Kiogs- 
toa upon Hull Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Nvurra.u, Taomas, South shore, Blackpool, Joiner Preston 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

O'Neiwt, Parrick, Lockwood, Huddersfield, French 
Polisher Huddersfiela Pet June 15 Ord June 16 


Birmiogham Pet 


London Gazette.—Turspax, June 2. 
Busyorv, Tuomas, Ashton upon Ribble, Preston, Market Gartlener July16 Rawsthorn 


n 
Hambleton Stalmine, Lancs July 25 Anderton, South Shore, 


Busrow, Axx, Waterloo, Lancs Aug7 Martin & Co, Liverpool é 
Buckmore, Grorce, Canton, Cardiff, Dairyman Aug4 Bradley, Cardiff 
Barstow, Emma Exizasero, Mortimer, Berks July 26 Goldman, Southampton st, | 


Taytor, Fartown, Huddersfleld July 20 Wilmshurst & Stones, 


Aug 2 Freeman & Son, Foster In, 


| 


| 





Parry, Henry, Bethesda, Boot Dealer Bangor Pet June 
18 Ord June 18 | 

Peake, Witi1Am Tuomas, Exeter, Iunkeeper Exeter Pet | 
June 18 Ord June 18 : 

PzovpLer, Joun,’ Manchester, Licensed Victualler Man- 
chester Pet Junel9 Ord June 19 

Rezye, Water. West Hum, Essex, General Merchant 
High Court Pet May 25 Ord June 20 

StackLetoy, Sam, Rochdale, Journeyman Butcher Roch- | 
daie Pet June19 Ord June 19 | 

Suzpnerp, Jaues, Bacup, Draper Rochdale Pet June 19 
Ord June 19 | 

Smrrx, Resecca Jane Huddersfield, Coal Dealer Hudders- | 
field Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Srzap, Anruur, Fernhead rd, Paddington, Priater High | 
Court Pet June iS Ord June 18 | 

Stuspines, Seru, Catford, Kent Greenwich Pet May 24 
Ord June 19 

Sykes, Ropert, South Ki:kby, Stationer Wakefield Pet 
June 18 _Ord June 18 

Taytor, Puiu, Leeds, Fruiterer Pet June 19 
Ord June 19 

Wauvier, Anruvn, Tickhill, York, Saddler Sheffield Pet 
June 18 Ord June 18 

Waxvorp, Horace Heyy, King’s Lynn, Norfolk, Grocer 
King’s Lynn Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

Warris, Joux, Aston, Birmingham, Drysalter Birmiog- 

Pet June 16 Ord June 16 

Wituiams, Tuomas, Shaw, nr Oldham Oldham Pet June 

19 Ord June 19 


Amended notice substituted for that published in 
the London Gazette of June 12 : 


Leeds 


Epuonvs, Wiit1Am Henry, Brighton, Fly driver Brighton 
Pet June 9 Ord June 9 


Hasgzizs, Evan, New Moat, 


John at, Bedford row 


| Broad st 








FIRST MEETINGS. 
ArrLeck, Wittiam Foors, Liverpool, Iron Merchant 
July 5at 1030 Off Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 
BraprorD, Joun, Reading, Licensed Victualler July 2 
at3 95, Temple chmbrs, Temple av 

Brownz Samvuet Crisp, Wimbledon, Lronmonger June 29 
at 12 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

CHarnock, Josrpn Epwarp, Haulgh, Bolton June 29 
at3 Off Rec, Exchange st, Bolton 

Dickinson, Taomas Davin, Cowes, I of W, Butcher 
28t 1130 Off Rec, Newport, I of W 

Dosson, Ricnarp @Harper, Burwell, Lincs, Journeyman 
Joiner June 29 at1l Off Rec, 15, Osborne st, Great 
Grimsby 

Epmonps, Wittiam Henny, Brighton, Fly driver June 29 
at12 Off Rec, 4, Pavilion bidgs, Brighton 

Garver, J 8. Portsdown rd, Maida Vale July 8 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Genx, Jons Hawke, Wool Exchange bldgs June 29 at 
12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Gitt, Harry, and Rosert Ripenaren, Bradford, Whole- 
ea'e Confectioners July 3 at 11 Off Rec, 3:1, Manor 
row, Bradford 

Aainswortn, Amos, and Tuomas Bianp, Morecambe, 
Lanes, Joiners June 29 at 3 Off Ree, 14. Chapel st, 
Preston 

Hau, Freperick Wittiam, Whitwick, Leicester, Joiner 
oe 29 at 3.15 Midland Hotel, Station st, Burton on 

rent 

Hau, Tuomas Parsons, Southsea, Hants, Builder June 
29at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Hanson. Cuarces Henry, Waketield, dler June 29 at 
lt Off 6, d ter, Wakefield 

Hrywoop, R M, Hammersmith July 2 at 230 Bank- 
ruptey bldgs, Carey st 

Horxins, Henry, Heneage st, Spitalfields. Milk Dealer 
Juty 3at11 Bankrup‘y bldgs. Carey st 

Horgyer, Percy Wituiam, Pontefract, Yorks, Working 
Jeweller June 29at3 Off Rec 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Incuam, Wituiam, Clitheroe, Lancs. Coal agent July il 
at1 County Court House, blackburn 

Isaacs, Louis H, Carlisle pl, Victoria st 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

A Levin & Co, Edmund’s pl, Fur Merchants July 2 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Mer.wior, Freperick, Burnley. Journeyman Painter June 
29at1 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Surniey 

Morratt, Jonny, orlton upon Medlock, Manchester, 
Commission Agent June 29at 23) Of Kec, Byrom 
st, Manchester 

Newman, Henry, Sandhurst, nr Gloucester, Farmer June 
30 at 12 Off Rec, Station rd, Gloucester 

O’Neitt, Paraick, Huddersfield, French Polisher July 2 
at12 19, John William st, Huddersfield 

Peacu, Joun Henry, Peterborough, Poulterer July 31 at 
11.45 Law Courts, New rd, Peterborough 

Poo.ey, Epmunp, Streatham, Solicitor July 4at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Uarey st : 

Porrer, James, Clifynydd, Pontypridd, Collier June 29 at 
8 185, Gigh st, Merthyr Tydiil 

Rato.uirr, Henry Georce, Ssdenham, Plumer July 2 
at 1130 24, Railway app, London Bridge 

Sxppon, Frank, Twickenham, Tobrcconist’s Manager 
June 80 at 11.30 Off Rec, 95, Temple chmbrs, 
Temple av 

Sueraton, Harry Rrcnarp, and Joun Barron Traysr, 
Liverpool, Timber Merchants July 4 at2 Off Re, 
35, Victoria st. Liverpool 

Staventrer, WittiamM James, Horsham, Sussex, Plumber 
July 5at 230 Off Rec 4 Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

Suiru, Masiix, Crewkerne, Hotel Keeper June 29 at 1 30 
George Hotel, Crewkerne 


July 


June 29 at 230 


Hampson, Josuva, Manchester, 
Se pene ee eee et, Se 
ARgIs, ArTHUR GrorGE, Rother ork, 

—— m, ounder July 25 


Heap, Cuarves, South Norwood Aug 1 Ward & Co, King st, Ch id 
Hitt, Wittiam, Birmingham. Ae = RAD, Jul y eo me 
Hitt, Witi1am Epwarp Blackheath July 31 

| Hout, Wittiam Henry, Theobald’s rd, Holborn, Corn 


Hatiowe tt, Wii11am, Bollington, nr Macclesfield, Plumber July 28 Daniel & Oldfield, 


Hardware Merchant July31 Gardner & Son, 
Haverford west 
Hickmott & Oc. 


16 Seymour & Co, Birmingham 
& Co, Abchurch yd 
Merchan 


it July 30 Maskell, 


Hoop. Roserr Jacoms, Earls Court July 23 Dale & Co Cornhill 

Instone, Epwarp, Ealing Aug 2 

| Kitsury, Sampson. Sheffield, Publican Aug 22 Taylor & Co, sheffield 
MorcGan. Ropert Wim, Bromptonrd July 31 

| Oviver, WiLu14M, Selvey, Sussex July 19 White, Guildford 

| SHADWELL, Fraycis Mayye, Twickenham Augl Guscotte & Co Essex st, Strand 

SHADWELL, Wincucompe Howarp, Twickenham Aug 

Suepuenrp. Exizaseru. Plumstead, Keat July 15 Hudson & Co, Queen Victoria st 

SourreEr, IsapeLta Penxycoox, Hornsey July 30 Mason & Co, John st, Bedford row 

| StinToN, Epmunp, Twickevham July 31 Senior & Furbank, Richmond 

| Taruam, Tuomas, Keighley, York July 21 Bedford & Hirst, Bingley 

Tuorntoy, Isaac Wititam Beysamin, Gunnersbury Aug 1 


Wood & Co, Raymond bldgs, Gray's inn 
Aldis, Basinghall st 


1 Guscotte & Co, Essex st, Strand 


Hanbury & Co, New 


Tyrrevu. Emma, Blackheath July 24 Tatham &(o, Victoria st 
Warr, Freperick.;Croydon, Carpenter Augit Hammo: 
' Winans, Maruitpe Féxiciré, Brompton July 28 Bruce & Co, Church ct, Old Jewry 


md, Bedford row 


Bares, Isaac, Blackburn, Plumber Blackburn Pet May 
25 Ord June 19 
Breer, Epwarp ALFRED, and Frepeaicx Grorcr Gasu, 
harf rd, City rd, Builders High Court Pet Jan 23 
Ord June 20 
Bo.tox, Enxyrst, Levenshulme, Manchester, Grocer’s 
ger Manchester Pet June 20 Ord June 20 


Bortsam, Wittiam Joux Walton on the Naze, Grocer 


| CHAPMAN, 


| 
| 
| 





| 
| 
| 
| 





Colchester Pet June 19 Ord June 19 


| Brapty, Wittiam Georce, Haymarket, 8t James's, 


——- Vicvualler High Court Pet May 5 Ord 

une 1 

Buny. Perer Covtsox, Lombard st, Company Promoter 
High Court Pet April17 Ord June 19 

Grorce Witiram, Northampton, Builder 
Northampton Pet June 18 Ord June 18 

CuesteR. Witiiam, Nottingham, Joiner Nottingham 
Pet June i8 Ord June 18 

Crovcn, Witi1am Leicester, Tailor Leicester Pet May 
23 Ord June 16 

CuTaperRTsoy, SypNey Farrrax, The Hotel Cecil, Strand, 
Importer High Vourc Pet Mar7 Ord June 18 

Davies, Jouxn THomas, Sennybridge, Brecon, Draper 
Merthyr T:dfit Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Denton, James, Hendon, Builder Barnet Pet May 11 
Ord June 18 

Dicxtyson, Tuomas Davin, Cowes, I of W, Butcher 
Newport Pet Junels Ord June 18 

Dopp, Konert, Grangetown, Cardiff, Draper Cardiff Pet 
June9 Ord June 19 

Evans, Lewis Tomas, Swansea, Licensed Victualler 
Swansea PetJune18 Ord June 18 

Forster, THomas, Manchester, Draper Liverpool Pet 
June2 Ord June 20 

Green, Ricnarp Vatiayce, Sparkhill, Worcester Birming- 
ham Pet Junez Ord June 15 

GrirritnHs,Jsaac Pencoed, Glam, Hotel Proprietor Cardiff 
Pet June 15 Ord June 15 

Gairritus, Wituiam Jony, and Tuomas Batson, 


Bristol, 
Upholsterers Bristol Pet June9 Ord June 19 


| Hawson, Cuartes Hewry, Wakefield, Saddler Wakefield 


Pet June 14 Ord June 14 


Heywoop, Martix Rosert, Hammersmith High Court 


Suita, Resgcoa Janz, Lockwood, Huddersfield, Coal | 


— July 2 at 12 19, John Wiliam st, Hudders- 

flela 

Sranpen, Henry, Blackbura, Fishmonger July 11 at 12.30 
County Court house, Blackburn 

Srarraro, WittiAmM Freperick, Welbeck st. Hotel Pro- 
pnetor July 2at12 Bankruptcy bids, Carey st 

Sykes, Rovert, South Kirkby, Yorks, Stationer June 29 
at 12 Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefiel4 

Taytor, Faepverick Epwaro Veraryey, Thoracliffe, Kent 
June 29 at 11.80 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Watton, Groner, Nelson, Lancs, Boot Dealer June 29 at 
1280 Exchange Hotel, Nicholas st, Burnley 

Wurre, Oviver James, Fenton, 8S affs, Harthenware Manu- 
facturer June 29 at 3 Off Reo, King st, Newcastle 


under Lyme 
ADJUDICATIONS. 


Banoy, James Tuomas, Darwen, Grocer Blackburn Pet | Warxea, Anruun, Tickhill, York, Saddler Sheffield Pot 
( June 18 Ord June is 


Juneis Ord June 18 


| Taytor, Par.r, 
| Ord J 


Pet april 27 Ord June 20 

Horxer, Percy Witt, Pontefract, Yorks, Working 
Jeweller Waketield Pet June18 Ord June 18 

Jacxsoy, Tuomas ALLEN, Heath Town, nr Wolverhampton, 
Joarneyman Painter Wolverhampton Pet June 16 
Ord June 18 

Lonatey, James Wiut1am. Hudderafield, Teamer Hudders- 
field Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

Manton, Witi1am, Leicester, Sand Paper Manufacturer 
Leicester Pet Juoe18 Ord June 18 

Morratr Jony, Chorlton upon Medlock, Manchester, 
mr aaa Agent Manchester Pet May 25 Ord 

uae 19 

Motynevx, Wituram, Wigan, Coal Dealer Wigan Pet 
June 20 Ord June 20 

Mosetey, Joux, Walsall, Bridle Cutter Walsall Pet 
June 18 Ord June 18 

Mumsy, James, Sunderland. Public house 
Kingstoa upon Hult Pet June 13 Ord Jun? 18 

Nvrrauu, Tuomas, South Shore, Blackpool, Joiner Prestoa 
Pet June 19 Ord June 19 

O’ Neri, Patrick, Huddersfield, Feench Polisher Huddera- 
field Pet June 16 Ord June 15 

Parry, Henny, Bethesda, Boot Dealer Bangor Pet 
June 18 Ord June 18 

Peake, Wiitiam Tuomas, Exeter, Innkeeper Exeter Pet 

June 18 June 18 


Psovpier, Jonx, Manchester, Licensed Victualler Man- 


chester Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Suacxieron, Sam, Rochdale, Journeyman Butcher 
Rochdale Pet June 19 Ord June 19 
Surruero, James, Bacup, Draper Rochdale Pet June 19 
rd June 19 


Staveater, Wituiam James, Horsham, Sussex, Plamber 
trighton Pes June 15 Ord June 19 

Surrn, Resecca Janz, Mudderstield, Coal Dealer Hudders- 
field Pet June i6 Ord June 16 

Srapex, Watters Tuomas, H M Civil Prison, Lewes, Com- 
mercial Clerk Wandsworth Pet April 30 Ord June 18 

Sranxpiper, Mary Axw Ler, Kingstoa upon Hull Kingston 
upon Hull Pet May 19 Ord June 19 

Syvxes, Rosert, South Kirkby, Yorks, Stationer Wake- 
field 


Pet June 18 Ord June 1S 
Fruiterer Leads Pet June 19 
une 19 
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Wanrorp, Horace Henry, King’s = Norfolk, Grocer 
King’s Lynn Pet Juneis Ord 18 

Witu1ams, Tromas, Shaw, nr Oldham “Oldham Pet June 
19 Ord June 19 

Witson, Gronce, Wakefield, Carver Wakefield Pet May 
1 Ord June 15 


Amended notice substituted for that ema 2 in the 
London Gazette of June 1 


Epmonps, WILt1Am Henry, yea Fi ae Brighton 
Pet June 9 Ord June — ” 


London Gazetie.—Turspay, June 26. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


ArrEy, Gzorcx, Ravenstonedale, Westmorland, Farmer 
Kendul Pet Junes Ord June 23 
Banker, James, Warrington, Engineer Warrington Pet 
June19 Ord June 21 
Beaumont, Wii14y, Mirfield, Retired Innkeeper Hudders- 
fiela Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
Biankiey, Grorcz, Leicester, Carpenter Leicester Pet 
June 23 Ord June 23 
Brapsury, Emma, Southsea, Hants, mT | house Keeper 
Portsmouth Pet June 21 Ord June 21 
Bronspoy, Jasez, Stockton on Tees, Wholerale Stationer 
Stockton on Tees Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
Cant, Letrria, East Cowes, I of W, Draper Newport 
Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
CauperBank, JoszrH, Wigan, Coal Dealer Wigan Pet 
June 21 Ord June 21 
CarTiipcr, Howarp Victor, Walsall, Pork Butcher 
Walsall Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
Cartman, Frep, Skipton, Yorks Bradford Pet June 22 
Ord June 22 
Cuoat, Henry Wiiiam, Henrietta st, Covent Garden, 
Financial Agent High Court PetJune6S Ord June 21 
CoapE.Lt, Witiiam, Chesham, Bucks, Shoemaker <Ayles- 
bury Pet June 21 Ord June 21 
Curruix, Grorce, and BrapsHaw Currin, Anstey, 
Leicester, Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet June 22 
Ord June 22 
Cunnincuam, Peter, Canton, Cardiff, Machinist Cardiff 
Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
DunpeErpatz, Jonn Oates, Leeds, Journeyman Butcher 
Leeds Pet June22 Ord June 22 
Extoy, Henry Menpe Sitv = Camden sq High 
Court PetMay7 Ord June 2% 
Enpersy, Cuartes Groner, co. Lines, Shoemaker 
Boston Pet June23 Ord June 28 
Everson, Henry Tsomas, Bargoed, Glam, Quarryman 
Merthyr Tydfil Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
Frankuin, James, Banbury, _——— Victualler Banbury 
Pet June 21 Ord June 2 
Gitzs, Jouy, Thanet, a Blacksmith Canterbury Pet 
June 22 Ord June 22 
Green, Wittiam Joun Srantay, Aston, Warwick, 
Electrician Birmingham Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
Hant, Hexry, Chiswick, Funiture Warehouseman 
brentford ‘Pet May 16 Ord June 22 
Henrsert, Grorce Witii1am, Moseley, Worcester, Toy 
Manufacturer Birmingham Pet June 22 Ord June 22 
Husexz, Epwarp Ernest, Bexley Heath, Kent Rochester 
Pet June 21 Ord June 21 
Jos, Grorcs A, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool Pet June 14 
June 21 
Kennegizy, Jusa P, Westbourne grove, Builder High 
Court Pet May3 Ord June 20 
Lawrence, Grorck ENGLEFIELD, Freprerick GrorcE 
ArTHUR Lawrence, and Epitn Lawrence, South- 
ampton, China Dealers Southampton Pet June 22 
Ora Jane 22 


Lone, Gzorce Henry, Havant, Hants, Butcher Ports- | 


mouth Pet June23 Ord June 23 

Lyons, Joszrn, Ipswich, Turf Commission Agent Ipswich 
Pet May 19 Usd June 19 

Marruews, Grorce HERBERT, Stourbridge, Mineral Water 
Manufacturer Stourbridge Pet June 8 Ord June 19 

Mawpy, Freperick, Leices er, Plumber Leicester Pet 
June 22 Ord June 22 

NiELpD, ALBERT Victor, Hampton ee Malpas, Farmer 

Nantwich Pet June 23 Ord June zv 

Nixon, James, Middlesborough. Steelworker Middles- 
borough Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Novis, GrorgE, St Leonards on Sea, Shoemaker Hastings 

Pet june 21 Ord June 21 


Owen, Rosert, Canton, Cardiff Cardiff Pet June9 Ord 

une 22 

Pariuirs, WittiaM, rm Cart Driver Swansea Pet 

June 23 Ord June 23 

Forrer, Wiit1am Grant, King’s Lynn. Wine Merchant 

King’s Lynn Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Pratt, Witt1am Hayes, Wandsworth. Provision Mer- 

chant Wandsworth Pet June20 Ord June Qu 

Bepvreryx, Samurt Hersert, Bury, Grocer Bolton Pet 

Jun- 21 Ord June vi 

Roxzs, Wiiu1am, Southsea. Pork Butcher Purtemouth 

Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Sarspury. Tuomas, King’s Newton, Derbys, Marbet 

Gaidener Derby Pet June?3 Ord June 23 

Sanpweitt & Co, W D, Harringay, Engineers High 

Court Pet Apri'5 Ord June 21 

Scorr, AtzeRT Percy. Newport, Cycle Builder Newport 

Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Soren, Martua Grorcina Epwarpes, Bagien, Boarding 

Keeper Brighton Ord June 2 

Sranrorp, Georce ALrFrep, Holloway ‘High Court Pet 

May 14 Ord June 21 

Seeman, Henry, Devizes, Wilts, Builder Bath Pet June 

20 Ord June 20 

TownsEyv, Ricuaxp, Pimlico rd, Wholesale China Factcr 

h Court Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Trew, Epvcar’ Cuaries, Southend on S&ea, Builder 
Chelmsford Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

eS eee Cannon st High Court Pet May 26 


‘WapsworTn, Atrrep Harper, Manchester, Yarn Agent 
Manchester Pet May 22 Ord June 22 
W. Witt1am Hewxay Cuances, Wolverhampton, 
Wolverhampton Pet June2 Ord June 21 








Warton, CHarLes pusnen, Winton, Labourer Poole Pet 
June 22 Ord Jun 
Wicks, Freprerick om. 7 Stationer Cam- 
brid; Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
Wirt, ILLIAM Tuomas, and Ernest Epwarp Woop, 
ednesford, Tailors Walsall Pet June2i Ord June 
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Wvatt, James, 7 Devon, Labourer Exeter Pet 
June 22 Ord June 22 

Youne, Hewry, — Stonemason Wakefield Pet 
June 21 Ord June 2 


Amended notice pte for that cee in the 
London Gazette of May 

Jones, Harry Wesson, ln hy Derby, 

Assistant Derby PetMayi4 Ord May 14 


FIRST MEETINGS, 


ApRAMOVITZ, Putip, St George’s st, Cable st East, Shoe 
Maoufacturer July 5 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bldgs, 
Carey st 

Banker, James, Warrington, Engineer July 4 at 8 Off 
Rec, Byrom st, Manchester 

Beaumont, WittiaM, Mirfield, York July 4 at 12 19, 
John William st, Huddersfield 

Binp, Epwin Witu14m, Corsham, Wilts, Baker July 4 at 
12.15 Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Botton, Esgnest, Lev Ime, Manchest Grocer’s 
Manager July 4 at 2.30 Off Rec, Byrom st, Man- 

ester 

oe Li Ecclesfield, York, Carter July 3 at 12 
Off Ree, Figtree in, Sheffield 

emu Witiiam Joun, Walton = the Naze, Grocer 
July 6at11 Cups Hotel, Colcheste 

Brapsury, Emma, Southsea, Lodging neue Keeper July 
8at3 Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

BroTHEerHrop, Myra Louisa, Barugh, nr Barnsley, Ex- 
ade Teacher July 3 at 10.15 Off Rec, Regent st, 


oro Joseru, Wigan, Coal Dealer July 4 at 2.45 
Court house, King st, My 

Cuapman, Grorcr Wituiam, Northampton, July 8 at 12.30 
Off Rec, County Court bldgs, Sheep st, Northam ton 

CiEM, Jonn bag a Baker July 4 at 12 Off Rec, 


Draper’s 





Baldwin st 

Curriix, Grorcr, and BrapsHaw Currin, Anstey, 
Leicesters, Boot Manufacturers July 3 at 12.30 Off 
Ree, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Cutt, Grorce, Hounslow, Grocer July 3at3 Off Rec, 
95, Temple chmbrs. Temole av 

Curtis, WatTeR, jun Stockton on Tees, Grocer July 11 
at3 Off Rec, 8, Albert:d. Middlesborough 

Curts, Hersert Epwarp. Sheffield, Tea Merchant July 
8at11.30 Off Rec, Figtree ln, Sheffield 

Dopp, Rosert, Cardiff, Draper July 8 at 1130 Bank- 

ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Duxsury, ALBERT, Accrington, Wholesale Egg Mcrchant 
July liat 130 County Court house, Blackburn 

Fawcetr. Joun, Halifax. Tesnsaneo Agent July 4at 230 
Townhall chmbrs, Halifax 

Forster, THomas. Moss Bide pag pee Draper July 12 
at 10.30 Off Rec, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

GapsBy, GEORGE, Walsall, Builder July4atil Off Rec, 

alsall 


W 

Gincrer, M & E, Harrow. Butchers July 8at12 Off Rec, 
$5, Temple chmbrs, Templeav 

Hatiapay, Epw arp, Halifax, Blacksmith July 4 at 3 
Townhall chmbre, Halifax 

Hout, Jouy, Margate. Licensed Victualler July 5 at 3.30 
Elephant Hotel, Margate 

Jos. Groner ALLA, Liverpool, Grocer July ll at12 Off 
Ree, 35, Victoria st, Liverpool 

KeEnnerey. Jusa P, Westbourne grove, Builder July 4 at 
12 Baukruptey bldgs, Carev st 

KynnersLey Francis, Birmingham, Clothier July 4 at 11 
174, Corporation st, Birmingham 

Loxetey. James WILLIAM, Longwood, Huddersfield, 
| July 4 at 12 19, John William st, Hudders- 
field 

Lyons, Josern, Ipswich, Turf Commission Agent July 13 
at 2.30 Off Rec 36, Princes st, Ipswich 

Manytoy, WiiwiaM, Leicester, Sand Paper Manufacturer 
July 8at3 Off Rec, 1, Berridge st, Leicester 

Morynevx, Witi1Am, Wigan, Coal Dealer July 4 at 2.15 
Court house, King st, Wigan 

Mosevey, Jouy, Wa!sall, Bridle Cutter July 4 at 11.30 
Off Rec, Walsall 

Moumey, James, Sunderland, Public house Manager 
July 9at11 Of Rec, Trinity House ry Hull 

Owex, Ropegt, Canton, Cardiff July 3 at 12 Bank- 
ruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Peake, Wittiam Tuomas, Exeter, Innkeeper July 19 at 
10.380 Off Rec. 18, Bedford circus, Exeter 

PritcHarD, Rosert, Clynnog, Carnarvon, Pig Dealer 
July 62t11.30 Ship Hotel, Bangor 

Reapine, Grorcz Epwarp, Handsworth Jeweller July 
5at1l1 174, Corporation st, Birming 

Reprern, Samvet Hersert, Bury, Grocer July 5 at il 
Off Rec, Exchange st, Bolton 

Rores, Wittiam, Southsea, Pork Butcher July 8 at 3,30 
Off Rec, Cambridge junc, High st, Portsmouth 

Sreap, ArnTuur, Carlton Bridge, Westbourne Park, Printer 
July 5at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Taytor Henry, Devizes, Wilts, Builder July 4 at 12 30 
Off Rec, Baldwin st, Bristol 

Tayog. Puiu, Leeds, Fruiterer July 5at 11 Off Rec, 
22, Park row, Leeds 

Townsenp, Ricuarp, Pimlico rd, hy! ey China Factor 
July 6at11 Bankruptcy bldgs. Carey 

Waker. Artuur, Tickhill, York, Saddler” ‘aie 3 at 12.30 
Off Rec, Figtree In, Sheffield 

Wess, EA, Eastbourne July 4at11 17, High st, Lewes 

WELLSTED, FrEperick, Aberdare, General Dealer July 3 
at2 135, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Wvart, Jamzs, Honiton, Devons, Labourer July 19 at 
10.80 Off Rec, 13, Bedford circus, Exeter 

ADJUDICATIONS. 
Banser, Atpert Epwarp, AuLen Tinstey Beviamy, and 


Artuur Cart Lorance, Patney, Estate Agents 
Wandsworth Pet Feb 26 Ord June 20 





Bazxer, James, Warrington, Engineer Warrington Pe 
‘ June 19 we Jun ifirfield, . 
EAUMONT, WILLIAM, York Huddersfi 
June 20 Ord June 20 a= 
BLANKLEY, GEORGE, apa, Carpenter Leicester Pet 
Jane 23 Ord June 2 
Bovrng, Epwarp 5 ohn Handsworth, Builder Birming- 
- ham by eg Ord June 23 » 
RADBURY. ma, Southsea, Lodging house Keeper Po; 
2 mou = June 21 Ord June 21 = ee 
RADFORD, JOHN, Reading. Licensed Victualler Reading 
Pet June6 Ord June 21 
Bronspon, Japez, Stockton on Tees, Wholesale Stationer 
Stockton on Tees Pet June 20 Ord June 20 
Cauntt, Letit14, East Cowes, [of W Newport Pet June 92 
Ord June 22 
CALDERBANK, JOSEPH, vm Coal Dealer Wigan Pet 
June 21 Ord June 2 
Cazr, James, Bradford, Mail Cart Manufacturer Bradfor] 
Pet April2 Ord June 21 
CarTLipcz, Howarp Victor, Walsall, Pork Butcher 
alsall Pet June20 Ord June 20 
CoapEtt, Wittiam, Chesham, Bucks, Shoemaker Ayles. 
bury Pet June2it Ord June 21 
Cookson, James Frevitte Raw.inson of 8t James's 
sq High Court Pet Feb20 Ord June 21 
Curriix, Grorce, and Brapsnaw Sueraex, Anstey, 
ee eae Boot Manufacturers Leicester Pet J une HH 
Ord June 22 
Cunyincuam, PETER, Gusto, Cardiff, Machinist Cardiff 
Pet June 20 Ord June 
Courts, gi mnted Epwakp, Sheffield, Tea Merchant Sheffield 
Pet June 14 Ord June 21 
DunpERDALE, Joun Oates, Leeds, Seneeegeten Butcher 
Leeds Pet June 22 O:d June 2 
EnpegBy, CHARLES GEORGE, Burgh, Lincs, Shoems.aer 
Boston Pet Junes3 Ord June 
Everson, Heyzry Tuomas, amas i, Quarry? an 
Merthyr Tyofil Pet June 23 Ord June 23 
Harxswortn, Awos, and Tuomas Bianp, Morecamne, 
Lancs, Builders Preston Pet May 14 Ord June 22 
Hussie, Epwarp Esyest. Bexley Heath, Kent Rochester 
Pet June 21 Ord June 21 
Jos, Georck Awan, Liverpool, Grocer Liverpool Pet 
Freperick Gores 


June 14 Ord June 22 

LAWRENCE. GEORGE ENGLEFIELD, 
ARTHUR Lawrence, and Epirn Lawrexce, Soutk- 
ampton, China Dealers Southampton Pet June 22 
Ord June 22 

LewrtuwaitTe, Rosert, Bedford, Schoolmaster Bedford 
Pet May 31 Ord Juae 21 

Lorck., Henry Marcetius, Newcastle on Tyne, Timber 
Merchant Newcastle on Tyne Pet Oct 28 Ord 


June 19 
Marruews, Georce Hersert, Stourbridge, Mineral 
Manufacturer Stourbridge Pet June 8 Onl 


Water 
June 22 

Nixon, James, Middlesborough, Steelworker Middles- 

rough Pet June 23 Or June 23 

Novis, Grorcz, St Leonards on Sea, Shoemaker Hastings 
Pet June 21 Ord June 21 

Owen, Rosert, Canton, Cardiff Cardiff Pet June 9 
Oid June 23 1 

Puriurrs, Witi14M, Hafod, Swansea, Cartdriver Swansea 
Pet June 23 Ord June 23 

Porrer, Witt1am Grant, King’s Lynn, Wine Merchant 
King’s Lynn Pet June22 Ord June 22 

Pratt, WitL1Am Hayes. Wandsworth, Provision Merchant 
Wandsworth Pet June 20 Ord June 20 

Reprern, Samuet Hersert, Bury, Grocer Bolton Pet 
June 21 Ord June 21 

Rosixson, ALFRED, and ArTuur Tuomas Syxes, Stockton 
7 n ae Drapers Stockton on Tees Pet June7 Ord 
une 

Ro.gzs, : Ta Southsea, Pork Butcher Portsmouth 
Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Rooxe, Henry James, Kin d, Licensed Victualler 
High Court Pet May9 Ord June 21 

Sauspury, Tuomas, King’s Newton, Derbys, Market 
Gardener Derby Pet June23 Ord June 23 

Scorr, ALBERT Percy, Ne - I aa Cycle Builder 


Newport Pet June 22 O 

Suetpon, Wittiam Hewry, Rotherham, Yorks, Valuer 
Sheffield Pet June 11 Ord June 2i , 

Sistey, Henry, Street, Somerset Yeovil Pet May 10 
Ord June 21 

SineLeton, Witiiam Tuomas, St ~~ on the Sea Man- 
chester Pet Ma: 17 Ord June 

Taytor, Henry, Devizes, Wilts, . Builder Bath PetJune 
20 Ord June 20 

TownsEnpD, Ricnarp, Pimlico rd, Wholesale China Factor 
High Court Pet June 23 Od June 23 

Trew, Epcar Cuanves, Southend on Sea, Builder Chelms- 
ford Pet June22 Ord June 22 

Wartis, Jon, Aston, oe. Drysalter Birming- 
ham Pet June 16 Ord June 21 

Warrtox, Cuartes Rosert, Winton, Hants, Labourer 
Poole Pet June 22 Ord June 22 

Wirrs, Wittiam Taomas, and Erayest Epwarp Woop, 

esford, Staffs, Waleall Pet June 21 


Ora June 21 
Exeter Pet 


Wyatt, James, pate, Devons, Labourer 
Juve 22 Ord June 22 
Youna, Henry, by ar aaa Wakefield Pet 
June 21 Ord June 21 
Amended notice substituted for that epee in the 
London Gazette of the May 
Wesson, Melbourne, "Datbys Draper’s 


Jones, Harry 
Assistant Derby Pet May14 Ord May 1 





All letters intended for publication in the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 

Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regula ity, tt ts requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 
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